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* a'^stract^ ' , , , ^ 

/ A survey of almost 6,500 community college faculty, - 

Trustees, students, presidents, and administrators was conducted to 
study the ^[uestion.of faculty relations in the Washington State 
community college system, with special emphasis oh collective' ' 

^bargaining. Respondents. {38* percent of th^ questionnaire 
distribution) ' favored including part-time, faculty in the ba>rgaining 

^ uhit -^t>y a*70,6 percent margin, and 'department/division chairmen by a 
70, 2'' percent marg-in, but^w^re again^ including students by a^77 * 
percent margin. Other results indicated: ''52, 2. percent of the^^ 
respondents were against administrators, other than the president, 

* being empgwered to batgain iiidependen'-^ly; S^l, 3 'percent were in favor 
pf negotiations at the local rather th'an the state level; 75*3'*^ 
percent were against the idea of limiting, collective bargaining to 
ti^e traditional economic issues of . wages, and hour^; 5^•3 percent 
favored bbth collective |)argaining .^nd internal governance* Responses 

_^were evenly divided on the advisability jof a statewide salary 
schedule fpr community college faculty. 3ased on the survey results, 
a replacement of the Community College Professional Negotiations Law 
with a collective bargaining law ^^signed specifically for community 
colleges is recommended, Bargainiilg should be conducted at the local 
level, (NHM) 
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January '20, 1975 



GovernoV Daniel J. Evans and , * ' . 

Members J)f the"! 975" Legislature: . > 



I am pleased ,t.o transmit to you the report prepared by the Advisory Com- 
mittee oh Community College Collective Bargaining. - This report is. the 
result of Senate Resolution 74-271 adopted in April, 1974. 

Senate Resolution 74-271 directed the Senate Cotpittee on Higher Educa- 
tion, witlv'the co-operation of the Senate Committee on Labor, to study 
.the question of faculty relations in the' community a)llege system with 
special emphasis on. collective bargaijiing. . • <, 

fhe Senate Steering Committee, made up of three members of the Higher 
Education Coirmittee. and two members of the Labor Committee, prepared a 
study ^lesign to carry out the provisions of the Resolution. Pursuant 
to' the design an Advisory Committee was formed with membership from t 
the cojnmunity college system.' The Advisory Committee was chaired by 
former Senators John Ryder and John "Petribh. - - 

In fulfilling its assignment, the Advisory Committee^et nine times 
and -conducted i survey of almost 6,500 community college faculty, trus-> 
tees, students, presidents, -.and administrators. 



Based in large part on the survey results, the Advisory Committee made 
ten recommendations. The major recommendation calls for the 'replacement 
of the Qomriiunity, College Professional Negotiations Law with a collective, 
bargaining law designed specifically for community colleges. Bargaining 
should be conducted at the' local level under the recommendations. T}ie 
Advisory Committee believed .that these two key recommendatidns are neces- 
sary if 'the system is to continue to meet its responsibilities under the 
Community College* Act of 1967. 

« 

Attached is the full report of the Advisory Committee on Community Col- 
lege Collective Bargaining for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

''COMMITTEE ON HIGIjER£DUCATION 

^ . M GORDON SANDISON 

^ Cfiairman 

GS:pb ^ ' , ' . , 

CC: Presidents, CORP, Faculty Associations, Trustees and Administrators 
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. ; January IQ, ,1975 • . 

Senate Steering Committee on Community College 
Collective Bargaining: ^ ' • 

Senator' Gordon Sandison, Chairman 
N*^enator Gary Grant ' 
. Senatgr Sam Guess ^ 
S(5*nator Dan Mafslj. * 
Senator Jim jiatson - 



F^OM: Advisory Committee on. Community College Collective^Bargaining 
SUBJECT: " Recomfnendations and Summaryv Report 



Enclosed for your review are t*he recommefiHations of the Advisory Cpm- 
jnlttee in response to Senate Resolution 74-271, and the Study -Design ' 
adopted by the Senate ^Higher. Education Coirunittee to implement that 
resolution. In addition to the recommendations this report contains 
narrative statements which were developed to outline the historic and ^ 
philosophical ccnsiderations'on whicii the positions were based. Also 
.attached ^are the results of the questionnaire survey which went to all 
elements of tjne community college system. ' ^ 

The AdvisoryrCommittee met eight times to fulfill the-^esponsibilities 
assigned by the Steering Committee. 'The Committee discussions centered 
on an examination of the current situation with respect to the community 
college collective bargsining'and also to consider bargainln^procedural 
alternatives. One pf these meetings was devoted to hearing spokespersons 
of the two major faculty organizations, the trustees association, and 
the community college . residents. 

The results of the questionnaire have provided insights into, the vievJs . ^ 
of various eVements of the community college system. An extremely good 
response tOv the questionnaire was received, with nearly 60 percent of 
all categories responding. The exception was part-time faculty, where 
ther^ was slightly less than a 18 percent response. Presumably, distri- 
bution problems affected the response from that category. '^However, the 
response was suj)stanti^l enough sq, that specific references have been 
made where appropriate- in the report. ^ ' 

OAB:pb . • 
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ADVISORY COMMIHEE 
ON COHHUNITY COLLEGE COLLEGE BARGAINING 

'■ recommendatiCnS' : r 



1. The Advisory Committee recommends that the current Community 
•College Professional Negotiations Act be rep-laced by a collective 
bargaining law designed specifically for community colleges. 

2. The Committee, while recognizing that bargaining is abilatfefal 
^process at the local level, urges that the Legislature define the 
role of the State Board in^the bargaining process. 

• ■> ^ • , * 

3. The Committee recommends that the phrase "to bargain collectively" 
be defined as the performance of the mutual obligation of the 
employer and- the representative of the employees to meet. at reason- 
able times and confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, 
and other terms and conditions of e»tiployment,* or the negotiation 
of an agreement, or any question arising thereunder, «and the exe- 
cution of a written contract incorporating^ any agreement 'reached. if 
requested by either party, but such obligation does not* compel 

either party to -agree--to..a..proposa.l .or.-r,e.quire..the .making of a 

concession. • . * , 

Matters not specifically within theNcope of collective bargaining 
should be subject to governance procedures and, furthermore, the 
^ Advisory Committee strongly urges that workable governance struc- 
tures be developed on^'each campus so as to include all components 
of the campus community. ^ r 

4. The Committee recognizes that faculty, including librarians and 
counselors^ should be In the ^bargaining unit; however,, the oppor- 
tunity bargain— either in the faculty bargaining unit or in a 
separate un1t--should be available to department/division chairmen 
and administrators. Part-time faculty should be assumed to be 
included in the facul ty* bargaining unit unless that group votes' 'to 

• form a separate .bargaining unit. - 

5; The Committee recommends thdJL st^udents should bei given the oppor- 
tunity to express their opiti^ions about Xhe impact of negotiable 
items oh the learning ^experience. 

6. Since the cunrent' Professional Negotiations Law does not 'provide 
for the selection and certification of bargaining representatives/, 
the Committee recommends that procedures for the^selection and 
certificfftion of bargaining representatives be included in the new 
Law. ^ 



See Appendix D, "Su|)jects of Bargaining" . 



7. The Committee recommends that the rights and, obligations of academic 
employees and the college districts shouTjU^ecl early deltned.ln 

* the hew Law. " ' - - " 

8. The. Committee recoimends that the Act define unfair ^labof' practices 
w . for academic emfxloyees and the college districts. '. ''^ 

9. The Committee recoimends "that impasse resoluti.on procedures, inclu- 
ding, mediation, fact-finding,*' arbitrat1en.be defined and^e scheduled. 

. 10. Several agencies are now available which might , administer a collec- 
tive bargaining act for community colleges .and therefoj:e 'the Com- 
£^ mittee recommends that a new agency not be created. 

V 
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Policy statements addressed to the Senate Resolution 1974-271 



.''HOVy THEREFORE J BE IT RESOLVED^ By ^ the Senate^ that the Committee 
on Higher Education be requested to conduct* a study of this issue^ 
including J but not limi'ted to: * c . 

^ (1) The ut^ique process of fg^cutty negotiations at the cormtunity 
' college levels in light, of the dua,%^ authority structure of the systems" 

* The process of^ faculty negotiations ^t the commtinlty college level Is 
indeed complicated and frustrated by, the dual authority "structure of the 
community college system. Specifically, the Comciunity College Act of 
1967, and thereafter anfenHed, outllaes'pthe responsibilities of both 
local boards of trusteed and the State^Board for Community CoTlege 
Education. The responsibilities of the State' Board for Community College 
Education and the respective local boards, of trustees are not mutually 
e?(c1usive'.* Jhe consequence of this, lack of exclusivity is that both 
boards have- jurisdiction on some items thereby creating two levels of 
policy^ setting authority. • ' ^ • 

The preser/t Professional Negotiations Act calls for^ negotiations to be 
conducted ?it the local level. ; . 

((Jhe questionnaire results indicate^that 64^ of the responses' 
favored negotiations .at this level.; See- Appendix E2)) * 

' ' ' 

The Aclvlsory Committee on Collective Bargaining feels this, is the appro- 
priate arena; for bargaining to .take p'lace, tut the parties to bargaining 
are /frustrated, particularly fromta faculty point of view, when local 
boe^rds cannot agree to certain, items without having them'reviewed and 
possibly mpdif led 'or denied by the State Board for Community College - 
Ecfucation, . Even under a tra'ditional collective bargaining bilV, there 
v^ould be significant problems created by this dual authority structure. 
/While the AdvJsorj^ Committee believes that many of the significant ' ^ 
problems with .the current Professional Negotiations Act can be remedied 
with a new collective bargaining bill f6r the community colleges, there, 
will continue to be ^complications and frustrations under *the present 
state system of *governance, 

\\ is the view of the Committee tftat this situation can be*remed1ed by 
collective bargaining legislation that provides for agreements between* 
local boards of trustees and faculty or^gani2at1ons to iJte binding unless 
found to be invajid by a court of law. It 1s not workable for other 
state agencies to have authority to modify or deny written? agreements or 
policies dealing with bargainable Issues based upon their own in^ter- 
pretation. ^ ' ^ 

Recommendation No. 1. Therefore, the Advisory Committee recommends that* 
the current Community College Professional Negotiations Act be 
-replaced by a collective bargaining law designed specifically for 
community colleges. ' ^ 
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''(2) The appropriate roles of trustees, administrators, and nego^ 
tiating units in the cormmity college distriat^o as rWell as that of the 
State^oax^' for-^Cormmi Education; and" ^ ^ / 

' ^ • ' •'^ • ' » ' . 

The Comnunity College Act of 1.967 calls for each conmuni-ty college to 
establish programs which are riecessary and relevant to the cpmmunity j 
being served. Indeed, the very 'nature of the, coiimuoity college philosophy 
focuses attention on the commuhlty and its educational needs fqr all/ 
persons^ el gh teen-years of age and older. The success of the colleges 
requires that each campus have maximum autonomy wi^jijip a^ coordinated/ • . 
system of community colleges. ' Consistent with this pyhijosophy, colleges 
must be free to change and to modify their program offerings in ngnt of 
the changing needs of theli^ communities and the'citizens who attend/ , 
. LocaT boards of trustees have the responsibility to establish policies 
which lead to the achievement of these ob^i^ctives; Loca^Uadmlflistrators 
and faculty are called .upon to assist in the formulation andN:her imple- 
mentation, of these policies. This local approach to policy deyelo^ment 
$nd implementation is critical to the charge and the success of the 
coirmunity college system.' In order to preserve the very, nature qf the 
conmuni*ty colleges and tjLenhahce meaningful collective bargaining;, the 
ultimate responsibility for the operation of the respective instit|utions 
must reside at* the local -level. ^ The State Board for Commiviity College 
Educati6n and the Attorney General's Office shotild attempt tq interpret 
legislative inteat but local boards^ not the State Board for Commiinity 
College Education, -^must be held accountable for carrying out such intent- 
as it relates to bargainable issues.; . ) 

The State Board for Community College Education -has broad authority for 
^managing the community colleges of the state. ^ Perhaps the most s-gmfi- 
cant problem is the conflict between statutory provisions; on thejone^, 
hand, the 'State Board ftfr Community College .'Education has the res[|onsT- 
bility to majiage and. to he held acQountab.le for the operation of the 
■system, and on the other hand, the local boards of trustees have respon- 
sibility to provide maximum educational opportunities .at the local level 
within the resources available toM;hem. .The Advls.ory Committee under- 
stands-and appreciates that legislative intent can better be implemented 
by a strong cehtralked authority. However, any such strong centralized 
■authority, when exercised, will 'at least jinhibit, and at worst undermine, 
'meaningful collective bar^ainiVlg at the "tocal level. The alternative 
would seem to be collec1ii\^e bargaining b^. the faculties' of the community 
{-colleges of this state with the State Board for Community College Educa- 
Ition. While su'cji an arrangement may seem, simpler and more orderly, • 'i t . 
would be detrim^tal to the individual colleges and their reason for • 
existence. Moving cotJlective bargaining to the state level necessitates 
• a statewide salary^ schedule. If all ^conpmlt matters for both profes- 
sional and classified personnel were handled at the state level, the 
role of. local boards of trustees would become largely ceremonial and ^ 
only advisory in nature. When the staffs of community colleges feel 
that their employer resides in the capital ci^y rather than in the local 
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coiwnunity, then loyalties and'coimiiim^hts will .ultimately shift^V/ay ' 
fpci|m the local cbmmuij-ttyjand severely thfeaten the "community nature" of 
'"^ur coimiunlty college system. Therefore; the bes.t'^olutlon appeaj^s to 
be one which ()l*aces the maximum autonomy at the .local level* . 

*T©-thi? end'V^e Committee makes several recommendations: . . . • 

' ' • /"'■■• 
. Recommendation No. ,2. The Committee, while recognizing thj,t bfirgsining 
A Is a bilateral process a't^the local <le^?el, urges that the Legis- • 
^^ature define^ithe role of^the State Board 1n the. bargaining process. 

RecomTiendatlon No. 4. Ttee Coium'ittee "recognfSs'^that faculty, including 
•librarians and"~cbunseJors, «houM be in .the bargaining unit; 
howevert"fhe oj)portun1ty to bargain—either in the .faculty 
barga"inljig^.un1't or in a,.iSTsparate .unit-vshould be available 
to department/divisiort chairmen and administrators. .Part-time . 
faculty should be assumed to be included in the faculty bargaining 
u/it unless that grdup -votes to f onji. a seftkrate bargaining unit. 

' . ' ■ . . - \^ 

Recommendation No. 6. 5ince the current frofeis-ional Negotiations Law 
does not provide for ihe selection, and certification of bargaining 
representatives, the Committee recommends that procedures for the 
selection and certification of bargaining )*fep»*esentatiyes be 
included in thg new Law. , \ . - • ' ' 

, Recoinnien.dat1on No. 7* ^The-Comnlttee' recommends that the rights and 
\ obligations of academic employees and 'the college.distnicts 

should be clearly defined In the new law,. ^ ^ * 

< * 

Recommendation* No. 8. The^ Committee recommends that the Act'define 
era' unfair, labor practices* for^academic employee's and* the college 
district. , , • . 

- ' • * . ^ 

Recommendation No. 10. Several agencies are .now available which might 
^' , eidminii|ter a collective bargaining ^ct for corranunity colleges 
and therefore the Coninittee recommends that a new agency not 
be created. 

"(2) The question of t^e possible state interest "'in a statewide 
^lary* $ipiedule; ctnd" ^ 

The Advl^.ory Committee on Collective Bargaining believes that a statewide 
salary schedule for community colleges would not be consistent with the 
philosophy of the coifniunity college system or with sound governance 
procedures at the local level. 

((The questionnaire results indicate that M% of the respon- 
ses favored a statewide salary schedule for community college 
' faculty, whereas 50;K. were against- a schedule. See Appendix 
E2)) ^ ' * . 
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The CGninxtte,e'Ve.cognl2es that there is >a-- disparity in the Wlaries 
provided comriiunity college personnel. 'This dispari;ty has been created 

Mn part by successful negotiations by some faculty organizations; it has 
bfeen perpetuated ^and even enhanced by percentage salary increases proV , 

, vided by the legislature during the last four years-; it is the resUTt of^ 
a conmunity coYl^ge system made up of old Institutions as well as rela- 
tively tiew institutions; and* it is also caused by faculty whose trainin^f^' 

' and experience .varies considerably from ^institution to institution* >^1i 
^ recent years, the matter of disparity-has been d^onstrated by comparing 
the average salary .paid zt dt given institution with the average. §aVaries 
paid at other institutions in the community college system, v While th-is 
comparison is' one indication of disparity^ ,it does not^take into account 
many of the factors identified above. ? . . \ f 

Any system for admrinstering a statewide" salary schedule .would logically 
'carry ;with it standards for workload,- number of contract days, office 
hours, and other rel event indicators of work. To put all. of these * 
factors ijito an)\set of statewide, standards could be detrimental to the 
* managerrtfenf of the institutions and place unnece$sary constraints on both 
bdards'of trustees and faculty organizatidhs. 

. It could be detrimental bedausia local boards of trustees and admin- 
istrators may]ifto longer have -flexibility in the management of their 
resources. Irmay also be vfery difficult for institutions to change 
their programs and the use \ot their resources in response ^to local 
.educational needs. ' ^ . , 

T At present, salaries and benefits of classified personnel are controlled 
by the Higher Education Personnel Board. Moreover, salaries, wages anid 
fringe benefits for alj[ personnel now amount to ^proximately 82^-90% of 
an institution's budgets If a standard salary schedule along with ^ 
standard workload definitions were implemented on a statewidie bas-is, 
there would be Ifttle left to discuss at the ^bargaininjg table. In 
short, a statewide salary schedule' would provide for equity, but such 
equi1;y would be gained at the expense of local management flexib-ility,^ 
institutional responsiveness, and decision making which is rel^^t to 
local needs and conditions^ • • 



Policy statements addressed to policy questions in the study design 
of SR 74-271 , • . ^ 

a* Does the preset professional negotiations law for *cormunity col-- 
leges need to be revised? ' * » 

T{?es Adv^isofy Committee on Collective BargainTng believes that the current 
Professional Negotiations Law for Community Colleges is no longer adequate. 
'WhWe.lt is .pfobably passiblei by extensive admehdments, ,to alter the 
pifesent law in, such a way fhat it would be more acceptable to* the parties 
of negp$iations, thi§ is not a practical solution*. On the baiSis of its 
investigation, the Advisory Committee has concluded that thej^e 1s insuf-^ 
ficfent confidence in the <:urrent law and that a new community college 
collective bargaining law would be preferable. 

Results of the questionnaire, which the Committee Tused as a part of the 
investigation, indicate that all elements of the community college ' 
sysiem ('34"%) favor a new bargaining law exclusivelyfor the commdnity- ^ 
college system. The second choice (21%) was a higher education bill 
which would include two and four year institutions. Third choice (16%) , 
was to favor a comprehensive bill wh^ich would, cover all levels of edu- 
*^ation. ^ . , ^ ^ , ^ 

• ^ - * ^ ; 
Z?. [//za* fundamental differences exist between the current commmity 

^college professional negotiations statute and model collective J 
bargaining law?, . ' r * ^ • ' 

^ , ^* ' 

A. fundamental difference which exists between the current xoimunity 
college professional negotiations statute and mofe traditional collective 
bargaining laws has to do with the scope of negotiations. The scope of 
the current Professional Negotiations Act includes, but is not limited 
to, curriculum, textbook selection, in-service training, student teach- 
ing programs, personnel, hiring and assignment practices, leaves of 
absence, salaries and salary schedules and non-instructional duties. 
This scope is considerably broader than exists in traditional collective 
bargaining legisllation. In past year^^this scope has generally been 
acceptable to facility bargaining units, as well as boards of trustees. 
Faculty bargaininfl units traditTjonally favor broad scope. Boards of 
trustees have touhd this scope to be acceptable beca^use they have not 
been required by law to reach agreement, but rather ^<^uld adopt policy 
after receiving "ttie consi"dered profess 1on'a,l judgmeht of the aca'demic 
staff prior to the final adoption" of proposed policies. The "meet and 
confer" provision is now apparently unacceptable to faculty groOps. 
Herein lies the djlemma on.the issue of scope. Faculty bargaining .units 
desire to bargain on a broad list of topics in order to have more impact 
on district policy; They- believe that boards of trustees should not ^ 
just be required to receive the considered professional judgment of the 
academic staff, but rather they should be required to reach agreement on 
all. bargainable issues and thatthe scope of such issues should remain 
'broad in the interest of full .faculty participation in decision making. 
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Boards of, trustees beliemtftat the scop? ^f canjective bargajiilng . 
should be consistent with traditional cdllectfVe bargaining legislation, 
that ts, salaries/ workload, instirance, retirement and pther! such 'fringe 
benefits. Trustees feel;, tfiat- if they are required to reach* agreement on 
sill of the topics 1-istedLin the current law, then their ability to carry 
out 'their lega.Vot>11'9ations-as a board* 4s seriously* threatened. 

■" ■ ■ . ■ " ' ' } ' ' ' 

Recommendation No. 3. The Committee recommends >that the phrase" "to bar- 

gain coiiectlv,eiy'\be„^efined as the.iierfoniiance of th^' mutual 
obTigatipn of the employer and the .representative of the employees 
tp meet at^resonable times and confer i n. good faith ^ith respect to 
. wages, hfturs, and other terms and conditions of employment, or the 
negotiation of an agreement* or any question arising thereunder, 
and the execution of a written contract 'ineorporatTng any agreement 
reached if requested by either party, but. such obligation does not' 
compel' either party to agree -to a -proposal or require the making of 
a concession^ ' . ^ » ^ . . >• , ■» . 

Matters not specifically within the scope of collec^ve barga'ining 
• ' /shojild be subject to governance procedures and, furthermore, the 
; Advisory Committee strongly-urge^ that workable governance struc- 
. tares , be. developed on each campus so as to include all components- 

of the campus community. /I ■ 

Another matte** of cohsldVrable corieern to<trustees is the prospect of 
disputes ,4jlt1tt3ately beingSi[^lved by a thiW p?irty when scopfr is as 
broad as'it is ,ih the ProfessionaT Negptlatipnis ^Act. ' Trustees are 
supportive of mediation, fact finding 'and feven voluntary arbitration, 
when necessary,, but believe strongly that th^y must ultimately make « 
final' judgjnent consistent with the mis^loii of ^the tnstitution and In the 
'interest of the public and: the students iielng \served." 

A secbnd major difference between more'traditiqnaV collective bargaining 
acts and the current Professional llegotiations_Law is in the matter of 
dispute resolutipn. The Professtona.l Negotiations Act provides- for the 
use of impasse committees, but does not provide for any other m6chai)isms 
for resolving disputed The Advisory Committee believes that a series 
of procedures should be defined and, .the parties shouTd be obligated to 
follow such steps withij a reasorf^ble time schedule. "An alternative to 
defining such steps in law would to require^local boards and faculty 
organizations to vyork out their own methods for dispute resolution and 
have. them included in an agreement j^or specific period of time. ■» 

« * - • 

/} The Committee agreed.<that scope must be. addressed- if a colTective 
b*arg,a1ning bill were to. be drafted and ^s.i^gested this for consid- 
eration. Experts contend that "terms and conditiorts of employment" 
is sufficiently broad to allow the . concerned parties to negotiate 
matters to which they have been acQustomed. See Appendix D - memo, 
on subjects of barg^jlning under 'N.L.Rr Act-. as it has be.en inter- 
preted by the National Labor Relations .pbard and the courts. 
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c. Wkz* iwe the^ifjl'Sfeni^ between local ofld state boajcda in their 
airiMtiea to^implemen-^^h&^Tofesaional negoti^^ 

* The State Board tor Community, College .B<lucation is not mentioned in, the 
' Professional Neg6tia^tions Law. That law, 288,52.010, has-as its purjSose 
"...the establishment of orcterly methods of communic^ion between aca- 
demic employees alid the community college districts by ^which thfey are 
employed. Local i boards' pf trustees have the authority as well as the, 
responsibijity/^oimeet and confer and negotiate with: the delegated 
representatives of the 'faculty. Tiiis prdteess may be^reduced to writing 
upon the request of: either party and may cpnstltute arwritten contract 
tijat will not exceed three years* 

^ ' * . • •' ■ ■ ■ / 

As suggested earlier, this process is' made more difficult because the 
Gommunitx.'College Act .of 1967 gives broad firiancial controls to the '« 
State.e/ard for Community Colleger Education; consequently, they may/ , 
reVfew' and- modi fV local budsets. Greenwood v. StateuBoard for Community 
Col.lfe , 82 Wn: 2d 667;513 P. 2d 57(1973). The Sta^e Board for Commun-.- ' 
ity/Qollege Educatiqn has tended to utilize this- authority by adopting 
guidelines withfn whkh local negotiations may take place. This author-, 
ity is granted by the Community College Act 'but puts definite restric- , 
tions on the. negotiations profcess and consequently frustrates both, 
parties at the bargaining table. In summary, « onJy local boards -of 
trustees can impTemerit the Professional Negotiations Law; the State 
'Board for .Community College Education ^eems to have authority to restrict 
the natur4 or"such negotiations and probably ^modify the agreements 
resulting from such negotiations. - = . ^ 

d. . do local hoards have aiiffioi^nt statutory ^authority? * ; 

Based upon the statement in paragraph c. above, it i^. the opinioo of the 
Advisory Committee that local boards '|do not have sufficient statutory. 

. authority relative to collective bat^gaining; Perha'ps it would be more . 
accurate to state that' the authority that they do have can be restricted 
or modified by another level of government in ways which inhibit and 
frustrate the process. I't ts the opinion of the copiittee that this 
basic dilemma can be solved With a different coljective bargaining bill 
if the problem of the diial authority structure i's recognized. The 
solution to this probler^i' will necessitate les§ state level authority and 
control over.bargainable Issues with the responsibility for collective . 

■Bargaining bfeing placed at tl^e local l^vel. It is the opinion of the 
Committee that the charge of/ the community^collega%s1;em, by virture of 
<the aclxwhich astablisfied t^e system, strongly suggests that the mission 
of tfie/respective institutions can only M effecMvely carried out with 

^jloca} authority and local /"esponsibility, as is now true in the common 

""school system. Y 

((The questionnaire results indicate that 64%* of the respon- 
^ses favored negotiations at the local lev^l; 32% were in 
, Tavor of negotiations at the state level, See Appendix E2)) 



To what degree would a statewide salary schedule enhance or inhibit 
professional negotiations? ^ \ ! 

The Advisory Conmittee believes that a statewide sal ary ^schedule for , 
community. college professional employees would inhibit negotiations. 

({The questionnaire responses indicate that. 47% of the 
responses. favored a statewide salary schedule; 50% were 
against* ^'See Appendix E2)) 

A statewide system of salary adntini strati on would logically be admin- 
istered by a state agency. 'Such is already the case with all classified 
employees In the community college system. .If there is'to be a reason- 
able. process for collective bargaining at the local level, then economic 
matters must be a part of that process. Many educational policy matters 
Which appear not to have economic consequences do, in fact, require 
modifications in a" local budget. Virtually all matters which relate to_ 
programs and services involve personnel where salaries and other economic 
matters immediately come into' play. Should all ecpnomic questions 
regarding personnel be adminstered at the state level, then there would 
be very little flexibility in local decision making or in collectiye 
bargaining. Without responsib'iiity for salary administration and related 
workload matters, local boards would have little with .which to baraaoh. 
Such a process would, surely frustrate faculty^organizations fn their 
efforts- to Improve salaries and relajted^wbrking conditions. 

It is true that all bargikining, including salary matters, could be 
handled on a statewide basis and the negotiations process could be 
carried on at that lev,el, but for reasons found in several places in 
this- statement such a process would severely limit the ab.il1ty of local 
colleges to manage their institutions in the most, appropriate manner in 
light of local needs. It is the view of the Advisor^y Committee that -a . 
plan for statewide administration of salary would not be in the interest 
of local colleges, local faculty organizations, or to the Stucfents and 
community .being served. 

/. .How effective ax>e the preeent meohanieme for settling disputes? 

Probably the single most important weakness of the current Professional 
Negotiations Law is i^s mechanism for settling disputes. The present 
method calls for the Director of the State Board for Coirmunity College 
Education to (1) determine whether, in fact, an impasse exists, and (2) 
if in 'his. judgmant "an impasse .does exist, appoint an impasse committee 
io^Carry out a mediation function. The Advisory Committee has concluded 
that an impasse -resolution mechanism should not be established by the 
State Board for Community College Eduoa.tion, primarily because it has 
management responsibil'ity for the system.. It is extremely difficulty^, 
for the staff of .the State Board for Community College Education to 
appear.' to be neutral and participate in irfipasseTesolutioh when they 
have such significant management responsibility. The Advisory Committee 
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believes that a collective bargaining bill should call for th'e resolu- 
tion of disputes in; one of two ways: (1) define ip law the procedures 
for impasse resolution; or (2) allow for the procedures which aovfern 
dispute resolution to be negpi^t^d at the local level by the parties 
to negotiations. In this case, if the parties were unablfe to agree on 
impasse resolution proceduj^es, resolution could be handled by an outside 
,a»:biter or a ;panel of arbiters agreed upon by the parti^i^. Recent 
experience with impasse resolution and strikes in the community college 
system suggests that,- federal mediation has been one successful avenue to 
dispute resolution. This avenue would.-, be possible under either (1) or 
[Z) identified above; J 

Recommendation No. 9. ^Therefore, the Committee recommends thatMmpasse, 
mediation, fact-finding, arbitration and any other dispute reso- 
lution procedure be defined ^nd be scheduled. 

r 

g.- mat ia the appvopHdte rpley if any, for students in the bopgaXn- 
%ng- process? ^-^ ' 4 ■ ^ . 

Collective bargaining has. always been a bilateral process.' The parties • 
to the process are always employees and employers. Traditionally the 
consumer has had no part to play in collective bargaining, even though 
the result- of such bargaining may result in higher orlces, inflation, 
and other factors of deep concern to tbe consumer. This tradition 1n 
bargaining has carried over to the public sector in Its relatively brief 
history of collective bargaining,, The parties at the bargaining tabl€ 
have been employees and employers. The results of the questionnaire 
distributed by our Committee would indicate that, with- the exception pf 
s-tudents, all other persons represented in the community college system 
believe that stydents should jiot be inclifded in the bargaining process. 

((The questionnaire results indicate that 77% ofi the 
responses bel-ieyed that students should not be included 
In the bargaining process. See Appendix E2)) ' 

This view fs' consistent nationally with the tradition of 'higher educa- 
tion collective*bargaining. ' ' 

The Advisory Committee, however, is mindful of some important differ- 
ences 1n the public sector which may merit further consideration on the 
issue of student pat^tiej>p«i^tion in the collective bargaining process. 
Educational institimons e>{ist for studepts. Students pay tuition and., 
fees at the beginning of a term and have every right .to expect that 
their term will b^ completed and they will -be able to earn credit in all 
courses for which, they haVe enrolled. Work slowdown&^ wptif stoppages 
and strikes have somewhat greater cbnsequences to students, than they 
have to the consumer tn the private sector. For these reasons the « 
Advisory Committee believes that students do have a direct interest in - 
the outcome. of ^e collective bargaining process 1^'highe^ education. 
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«rhey should not be participants 1n tbe bargaining process but their role 
as observers could be a constructive influence on the parties and could 
contribute to safeguarding sound educational decls'lons. 

Reconmendatiofi No. 5. Therefore, tbe Committee recommends that students 

'Should be given the opportunity to express thetr opinions about the ' 
V Impact of negotiable items on the learning experience. 

&t..„ What ca'e the aimitax^ties between foia^yeccp schools and community, 
'-colleges regarding their formal bargaining Tprocesjses? '^^^ 
V ^ • ' " . ' 

Th>^y)Sory Cormiittee did not undertake;, a specific inquiry into the 
quest-i'^ i»f .the similarities and differences between the comrauaity 
college sVs$em and. the four year public coUeges and universities. This 
quest^,:, does, hpwever, deserve some attention j as .indicated by the 
resp^ftse to the ques'tionnaire: thef second choice of respondents for 
legfsTation.'Was a combined cdmmunity college ^pd -four yeaf^faculty 
collective bargaining procedure. ^ 

Since historiisally the community colleges have had close ties with the 
K-12 system and inherited the K-12 professional negotiation procedures, 
this vote may be a bit surprising to some. However,. it appears that 
since th© establishment of the community college- system in 1967 the 
clear intent that it be part of the postsecondary system has become 
fact. Undoub;tedly one of the reasons for this is that most new faculty 
members have not taught in the common school system and therefore their 
alTegiences flow toward the colleges and unlversitiesV 

But in spite of this affinitive of common identity, the rationale for 
including the community colleges and the four year institutions in the 
same collective bargaining bill denies some significant differences. 
First, the community colleges have operated with a, formal" professional 
negotiations procedure since their inception. The four year schools do, 
not have such statutory authority and have primarily relied upon the 
traditional faculty senate and faculty committee models for influencing 
decision-making. Secondly, 'although, both systems are funded on formulas 
the formulas are not' similar, which is appropriate to the distinct - 
differences^ in the missions of the two systems. , Thirdly, appropriations 
at the four year level are directed to the individual institution; for 
the community college system a single appropriation is made to the state 
board which then allocates to the institutions. ' 

V . " . \ 

These fundamental differences, between the two and four year institutions 
indicate that it is inappropriate at this time to consider a combined 
community college and four year faculty collective bargaining bill. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 

^ ^ 1974 - 271 \ 

By Senators Sandison, Marsh, Donohue, *' \ 

- Scott, Metcalf and Odegaard* ^ 

WHEREA&>' The question of district faculty reJ.ations at 
the stye's community colleges has developed as an issue of 
multiple interests and considerable legal complexity;, and 

WHEREAS, The standing of community college boards of ^ . 
trustees vis-a-vis the State Board of Community 'College .Educa- 
tion in' the--f ield of negotiations ha,s been clpMed by court . 
interpretation!; and ^ ^ t ^ . ^ 

WHEREAS, Legislation adopted in _ 1973* revising the 
Community College Professional Negotiations Act was recognized 
as remedial rather than comprehensive; and ^ * ^ 

WHEREAS, Consensus .could not be achieved with respect 
to the most recent legislative proposal relating to faculty 
negotiations; ^ 

NOWV THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, Bj^ the Senate, that the 
Committee on Higher Education be requested'' to'^conduct a study 
of this issue, including, but not- limited to: * 

(1) The unique process of faculty negotiations at the 
community college level, in light of the dual authority strup- 
ture of the system? * , 

(2) The appropriate roles of trustees, administrators^ 
and negotiating units in the cpmmunit:y college district^^ as ' 
well as that of the State Board* for Community College Eatica-^ 
tion; and' \ 

(3) The question of the possible st:a1;e interes^ in a | 
statewide salary schedule; and \ * ^ 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That^the^ Committee on Labor' \^ 
be requested to ^cooperate in the study, bringing to bear its 
expertise in the broader field of labor relations^dn general;, 
and * 

BE IT FARTHER R£?SOLVED, That the Committee on Higher 
Education be authorized to hold hearijigs, take testimony, and 
seek the expression of views from the full rangd ,pf interests 
on this issue; and 
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APPENDIX B . 



S?tiDY DESIGN 



Senate higher Education 

Committee 
Adopted: June 7^ 1974 



SUBJECT: SR 74-27J - Convnunity CoTlege Professional Negotiations* 

PURPOSE : » . - 

to review procedures and rights relating to professional negotiations 
or collective bargaining for faculties of the various comnunity col- . 
leges. 

f BACKGROUND : ^ . " ' • ^ 

In 1965 the legislature en^2ted professional negotiation rights and 
procedures for the .state's K-14 teachers. When the state community 
college system Was created in 1967, those rights and procedures were ^ 
extended to corfimunity college district faculty.. 

Professional/negotiations for community colleges hav^ been under almost 
continuous study by toth the comnwnity college system and the Legis- 
lature since 1967. In 1971 » a separate statute identical to the 1965 
provisions for common schools was established for the community college 
system. In 1973, the* Legislature made several remedial changes to the 
Community College Professional Negotatioris Act as developed and endorV 
sed by^ faculty* trustee and presidential repre'^ehtation. This remedtfal 
legislation did not alter the scope. of negotiations, but did provide^ 
certain clarification in the administrative pr^ocedures, and instituted ^ 
flexibility in the impasse processesi* * • 

There is an e*ssential organizational difference between the community 
college system and the common schools; although the two are similar in 
that .each district. In both retains administrative resppnsibility for * 
* its Educational programs. The 1967 Community College Act established 
a local board of trustees for the governing of each community college 
district and created* the State Board /or Community College Education, 
which has broad regulatory and* administrative functions for the system 
under RCW 28B.50.090. The State Supreme Coqr^t has recently interpre- 
ted this section of the code tojiean that the State ^oard has the 
authority tb^amend and/or modify local board decisions regarding bud- 
getary issues. , . 

A community college district derives almost all, of its, funds from the 
State Board through a general state appropriation. Districts have 
been expected to respond to general policies as enacted by the Legis- 
lature and pr^ul gated by the State Board. , A local school district 
board, on the other hand, although receiv4ng substantial state finan- 
cial support through the^apportionment formula, is responsible for 

* the generation of revenues sufficient to maintain the local schools. 
This includes the authority to seek a special levy in excess of gen- 

. eral revenues. » 

% 

REQUIREMENTS ; , ' * 

Recommendations due, to the 1975 Regular Session. * , ' 
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SPECIAL REOUIRF.MENT ; , 

lif'S!^ Co^lttee is requested to cooperate in the study by 
the terms of the resolution. » j "a 



POLICY QUESnowS: 



a. Does the present professiohaT negotiations law for community 
colleges-need to be. revised? , ^ 

b. What fundamental differences exist betweerr. the current "comnunity 
college professional negotations statute and model collective- 
Dargaining law? ' 

^' tlkfi^jr* f^^fe''ences between local and state -boVrds in their' 
. •bf lities to implement the professional .negotiations law? 

d. Do 16c*l boards have sufficient statutory authority? 

f. How effective are the present iiechanisms for settling disputes? 

g. What is th6 appropriate rile. 1f any. for students in the bar- 
gaining process? 

similarities between four-year school and conmunity 
colleges regarding their forrwl bargaining processes^ 

SUB-PROBLEMS ; ' . ' 

■ ■ . 1 ♦ 

What changes have occurred since 1967 within the corrwunlty college sys« 
tem as a result of professional negotiations as they relate to: 

/a. Part-time faculty 
!S. b. Internal governance-ftfculty senates 

Ct Tenure ' ' - ^ - 

METHODOLOGY : ' ^ * - ' 

It is reconmended that^thp Senate Higher Education Conynittee: 

1. Concentrate on the issue of professional negotiations oi' colle6- ' 
tive bargaining at the conmunity college le\/el , ^deferring an 
inquiry at the four-year level until later. 

' 2- -Review developments on individual campuSes. since enactment of 
the .1973 amendments to the* professional -negotiations law. 

3. Appoint a steering committee to undertake this study and direct 
the steering committer to: "nei-i ^ 



study Design 
,Page 3 



SR 74-271 



Review all available infomation gathered since the 1973 
amendments to the Community College Professional Negoti- 
ations Act. • 

Review all available infontfation gathered by the Hous^and 
Senate Labor Committees it pertains to community c^eges 
in regard to collective bargaining and professional negoti- 
at1ons» 

Develop a summary of the respective positions of all inter- 
ested parties of this matter *at the community college leveK 

Develop alternative legislative reconmendations which would 
meet thfe concerns of all parties noted in paragraph "c'*. 



4.^1 The s^teering committee shall consist of; 



lame- 



Chaiman 

Member (Majority Caucus) 
Member (Minority Caucus) 
Member (Majority 'Caucus) 
Member (Minority Caucus) 
Liason Member 

^* Staff: 

Jim Bricker 
Marilyn. Harnnond 
Jeff Riddle 



Organization - 

Senate Higher Education Committee 

. H II II „ 

" " * II ^ II 

^Senate Labor Committee 

II II 11 » 

House Higher Education Committee 



Senate Higher Education Committee 
Senate Minority Caucus 
Senate Labor Committee 



As .appropriate, the steering committee may arrange with the 
Attorney General* s Office for legal services. . - " 

The steering committee may establish 'an advisory committee made 
up of representatives of Jhe interested parties to assist . in 
identifying problem 'areas and^ suggesting alternative. solutions. 

The advisory commfttee* to the steering committee shall consist of: 

!!§!!!£ Organization 

Citizeh Members, Co-Chairmen Appointed by Steering Xommittee* 



Representative 

Representative 
Representat'ive 
Faculty Reps, (thrfee) 



Representative 
* Amended October 5, 1974 



St^te. Board for Community College 

"r^ Education 
Trustees Association 
President's Council 
Faculty: One from each of the fol- 
lowing categories: 

1. Department Chairmen 
2., Full-time Faculty 
3. Part-time Faculty 
Student Government 



* 
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^ The steering conmittee my request from the Senate Higher Educa- 
' tion Coinjiittee the appointment of additional faculty and "Insti- 
tutional representatives • Such request must be supported by a^ 
statement of justification. ' ' • 

6* The steerinsi committee,' as assisted by the advisory committee, 
will periodically present verbal or written brigfing to the 
full coninittee. ^ 

7. TKe steering committee is authorized to conduct informal meet- 
ings with institutional representatives and faculty organizations. 

8. After the steering coimiittee submits alternative proposals, the 
full cormittee will hold hearjng(s) to which all Interested 
parties will be invited to testify on the alternative proposals, 

9. The'fujl committee will independently pursue the issue of col- 
lective bargaining for four-year institutions. The four-year 
Council of Presidents and the respective faculty organizations 
will be requested to- submit policy statements with regard to 
collective bargaining. - . 

COST; 

Estimated Senate Costs: $3,150 

« 

Full Xommittee Meeting " i 0 

(assuming no special 
meetings necessary) 

Steey*ing: Committee . . o ' 

'(three meetings, 5 members 
at $40 (?y ' 



per diem $600 

travel 450 $1,500 



Advisori^Skxnmittee * / 
(flvLli^etings) 

^ ^ • travel / $1,000 

I I other e)^penses 300 ^ 

Printing, copying, misc. 350 

* " . . $3,150 

* This cost estimate assumes that advisory committee members' travel 
expehses, other than for the chairman and staff, wpuld be absorbed 
by the agencies they represent. . . 

Meeting locations, whenever feasible-, would be held at other than 
a commercial facility. 
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APPENDIX •,(?'/'* . ■ , _ 

COMMUNf.TY COLLEGE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING STUDY . 
{SFR 74-271 ), 

STEERING COMMIHEE MEMBERSHIP 

Sejiator Gordon Sandison - Higher Education Committee - Chairtnan^ . 

Senator Gar^ Grant Labor Committee ^ 

Senator Samou^s -Higher Education** Committee 

Senator Dan Harsh - - Higher Education Committee 
Senator Jim Hatson - - - LaboryCommittee 

Staff: ' 
Jim Bricker, Staff Director - Senate Research Center 

Marilyn Hammond. r Senate Minority Caucus*^ 

Carolyn McCa.Vden - - Senate Higher Education Committee 

* Jeff JRiddle'^ 'r Senate Labor Committee: 

-I 

I < 

ADVISORY CGMjilHEE MEMBHRISHIP 

^ John Petri ch Tacoma - Co-Ch^tirman 

John l^d^, Selittle - Co-Chairman ' 

Representing , ^ 
Piockney Rohrback - Trustees'^Association (Shoreline. Cormiunity College) 

V^oe Malik Presidents* Association (^rays Harbor Community College) 

Dave Karber - - - - departmental Chairman (Everett Community College) 

Lloyd Frissell - - Fulltime Faculty Regresentative (North Seattle Community College) 

Edith Clarke - - - Parttime /acuity Representative (Bellevue Coinminity College) ^ 

Karen Higgins Students* Representative^ (Green River CoRjnunity jCollege) ^ 

John Terrey - - - State Board for Cormnunity College Education. 

'* * 

/ 
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STATE OF , SENATE RESEARCH CENTER 

WASHINGTON , ^ ' J. ARNOLDBIUCKER,^/^^ D/«rt#f 



^ MEMORANDUM 



DATE: ^January 3, 1975 

TO: Members', Advisory Conii]itte.e. on Community College Collective 




FROM; ^JipJHddJ^ Analyst 
SUBJECT; "SuBjects of .Bargaining Under NLRA 

MANDATORY SUBJECTS ' OF BARGAINING * " 

The Nalfional Labor Relations Act compels bargaining with respect to wages, 
^ hours and other terms and conaitions of employment. ^ \ 

\ ^ f * 

The language ^^^rates of pay, wages, hours and other terms, and conditions 

of employment" fixes not only 'the subjects about which the employer and 

the union are compelled by law to bargain, but also the field in which 

(1) the employer is barred from unilateral action and (2) the employee 

is excluded from making his own individual agreement with the employer 

unless »the union waives in whole or in part its rigJit to preempt all 

uni^lateraT action or individual bargaining with respect to this subject 

matter. ' ^ . » • ' ^ 

While the term ''wages and hours" does not^ selem to require any elaboration, 
itiis necessary to determine how broadly or narrowly the National Labor 
Relations Board- and t^e courts ^have defined Wajes and hours, as well as 
other terms and conditions of employment.^ \' 

Wages some obvious examples af mandatory subjects filling under the ^ 
heading *of wages atne hourly rates of pay, incentive plan, overtime pa'y 
and shift differentials, a^ well as paid'holidays,. paid vacations and 
severance pay. / , » 

Some less obvious examples areTJUVistmas bonuses, pension and other • 
welfare plans, profit sharing plans, stock purchase plans, merit wage 
increases and company houses, meals, discounts and services. 

Hours Hours of employment have caused little difficulty* • 
; * id^ 

Other Terms and Conditions of Employment Numero.us topics fall' within 
"other terms and conditions of employmanll" 'as thl? phrase is us.6d in the 
National Labor Relations *Act. There are \nany obvious examples of manda- 
tory subjects for bargaining. Among these^are the fd]lowing: 

■ y 
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Provisions for grievance procedure and arbftration, layoffs, discharge, 
workloads, vacations, holidays, sick leave, work rules, use ftf bulletin 
boards by^Qniqn, change^ of payment from a salary base to an hourly base, 
definition^f bargaining unit work, and perfcr^nce of bargaining unit 
work by supervisors. Some less obvious examples are seniority promotions 
and transfers, compulsory' retirement age, union shop check off, agency 
shop. and hiring hall, management rights clauses, plant rules, safety, no 
strike'clatise, partial closure of business and plant relocation, and 
M arrangements for negotiation. ' , ' ^ 

PERMISSIVE subjects ' ' 

; 

There are some s'ubjects that are not mandatorily bargalnable which fall 
. outside the phrase ''wages, hours and other, terms and conditions of 
employment" which the Taw permits bargaining on. 

^ - V - 

The . National Labor Relations. Board has defined a series of matters which 
♦ are permissible subjects of bargaining. These include supervisors and 
agrlcul'turaT TSbor, parties to collective bargaining agreement, perfor- 
maRce bond&, legal-liability clauses, internal union affairs, union label, 
. industry promotion funds and settlement of unfair labor practice charges. 

Further elaboration on the scope of bargaining under the National Labor 
Relations Act can be found in Chapters 14, 15 and 16 of the Devel oping 
Labor Law/which is edited by Charles J, Morris. The above is a condensa- 
t-ion uTThose chapters. 

JR:gs ' - , 
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STATE 0% ' • ' SENATE lUESE ARCH CENTER 

WASHINGTON ^hA»^OU>ma:£KSUffDirtciPr^ 

>' COmJHITY COLLEGE FACULTY BARGAIKIHG QUESTIONNAIRE - . 

1» Pletse chKk thf best identtflUtion of your s^osltlon 

Trustee , >P res1dent ' • i . 

, *■ Full-time faculty y 1 / _ja^tstritor 

paft-ttwe faculty - » Department or .Division Chaiman 

/.S tudent \^ 

2. DoVou believe that a bargaining bill should include part-time faculty 

a in the bargaining unit? . » * ' 

" ' ' i ' Yes ^ ' - 

. ' No " 

3, Do you believe that dtpartnent/dlvlslon chairmen should be In the 
bargaining unItT ~ , 

JTcs ^ L 

. No 

4* Do you btllevt tt^t adminlstratprs— other than the president— should f 
bt mt^rtd to bargain independently? 

" „res ' . 

* No , ' ■ 

' . i 

• 5. Do you believe that students should bt included in the bargilnlng^rocess? \ 
Y es ^* 
^/ No - ' ^ • 

6. Do you favor 'negotiations at the loal level or the state level? . 

Local 

State 

7. Do yoo believe that there thould be a sUtwfide salary schedule for 

coniwilty college faculty? • ^ 

Yes ^ ' . 

J No * * 

8. Do you believe that collective bargaining for-coiwwnlty college faculty 
• should be limited to the traditional economic Issues such as wages end 

hours? 

. . " ^res ' , ' ^ ' 

«Jo * w 



' LEGISLATIVE £ui£dING OLYMPIA, WASI^GTON 9850^ TELEPHONEi (206) 753^6826 



f*. MMdi of thts« alttriMtlvH t>f$t rtpmiftts your position: (chKk ont) 

(» »of4i eollKtfy* biwlnin^ In tht amwity colleges t 

. ' $Mo»ort no<3<f1at1ofi of tht W Uw 

Support a coivrthtftsfyt tergalnlM bill for all tducation^ 
fc»12,» C.C. w>< fOKr^ynr Institutions . 

Support a coMMHilty colllso colltctlvo barjilnlife bill 

S upport a M|htr t<^tfon bilU*co«wn1ty colloats and four-year 
Institution:^^ 

S upport a state public tsiploytes collective bargaining bill to 
~liicltt4e ccpMNilty colleges 

10« Do you believe that the Mtjor deelsion Miking on your caapus should 
iMMteby: . 



CollKtlve barfilnlng 
* Internal pevernance 
loth 
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APPENDIX E2 

1 

QUESTIONNAIRE SU>«ARY f ^ 

COFWUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING QUESTIONNAIRE 



DISTRIBUTION Appr'oximatcly SvSOO. questionnaires were distributeid ta 
trustees, presidents, full -time, faculty,, part-time faculty,,^and. adminis- 
trators in the community college system. Questionnaires were also 
distributed to the Council of Representatives and Presidents (CORP) and 
'a few additional students; 

Questionnaires were distributed in accordance with a color code; Canary 
forms were sent ^to schools in Northwest Washington, green tint forms to 
Southwest Washington, V««n to Eastern Washington, and buff to the Pug^t 
'Sound: area. . • 

RETURNS 71.8 percent of the trustees, 86.7 percent of the presidents, 
and 76.9 pew:ent of the students have responded to, the questionnaire. 
Of the appmimately 2,400 full-time faculty, more than 55 percent have 
responded, and of the nearly 3-,400 part-time faculty, more than 17 
percent have responded. 87 percent of the administrators* (including 
department chairmen/division chairmen^**) have responded., -The total 
response for all positions' is 37.9^percent7^ 



Responses are sumh^rized into five different sets:- one for each color, 
and one set which includes all responses. . 

The no response category was^a "catch all" for all r^esponses which did 
not fit the choices provided, ' * ^ . . * 
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* *Admin1strators are considered rton-class1f1ed personnel who perform 

administrative functions at least 50% of the time. 
**0n' some campuses department chalrmen/djvlslon chairmen are considered 

administrators, on others, full-time faculty. 



SRC; 1/8/75 



laSO 



DISTRIBUTION/RETURNS 



CANARY: 

Peninsula College, Port Angeles 
Whatcom Conmunity. College^ Bell Ingham 
SKagit Vall^ College, Ht. Vernon 
Olwic College, Bremerton *^ 



GREEN TINT: 

Lower Columbia College, Longview 
Clark College, Vancouver* 
Centralia College 

.Olympia Vocational Technical Institute 
District XII, Centralia 
Gf^ays Harbor College, Aberdeen 



GREEN: 

.Yakima Veil ley College 
Wenatchee Valley College 
Big Bend Community Collegej Hoses-iake 
Spokane Community. College 
Spokane Falls, Conmunity College 
Oistrict'XVIIv Spokane 
Columbia Basin Coirmunity College, Pasco 
Hal la Walla Conmunity College - 



BUFF: • 

Bellevue Community Coll^ 

Shoreline Conmunity College, Seattle 

Seattle Central 

Seattldtorth * 

Seattle South 

District VI, Seattle . 

Edmonds Community College, Lynnwood 

Everett Community College. 

District V, Everett 

Green. River Community College, Auburri 

.Highline Community College, Midway 

Ft* Steilacoom, Community College, Tacoma 

Tacoma Conmunity College 



smmx OF DISTRIBUTION/RETURNS 



SRC: 1/8/75 





APPROXIMATE 








NUMBER 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 




DISTRIBUTED 


RETURNED 


RETURNED 


Trustees 


110 ■ 


79- ■ 


71.8? 


Presidents 


30 


26 


86.7' 


Students 


39 


' 31 


79.5 


Full-Time Faculty 


2,393 


1,322 


55. 2- 


Part-Time Faculty 


3,395 


589 . 


17.3 


Administrator's/ 




390 


87.2 


Division Chairmen 


447 


TOTAL 


6,414 


■2T^ ■ 


38.0? 




V' 







( 
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^UhWRY OF RESPONSES 

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME 
FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING 'UNIT? . / 



Percentage of 
"yes" ^esponses 



Students 


93.3 


Part-time 




faculty 


81.9 


Full-time 




facul ty 


^ 71.1 


Division- 


62.y 


Chairmen 




Adminis- 




trators . 


u . 52.9 


Trustees 




Presidents 


38;5 


Total* 


70.1^ 



ZP.6 percent of all responses were in favor of 
tfie inclusion of part-time faculty in the 
^ ' bargaining unit* 

/^''^ 81.9 percent ^af the part-time faculty responded 
that they should be included. 

* 71.1 percent of the full-time faculty, 93.3 ; 
percent of the students, 52.9 percent of the . . 
administrators, and 62.7 percenjt of the depart- 
ment/I^division chairmen noted that part-time 
faculty should be included. 

61.5 percent of the presidents responded that 
they should not be included. The trustees 
responded 49.4 percent for inclusion andrfiBJ 
percent against. ^ 



PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF THE INCLUSION OF PART-TIME 
FACULTY IH THE BARGAINING UNIT . 





Southwest 


Puget Sound 


Eastern Wn. 


Nortfiwest 


« 


(green tint) 


(buff) 


, (green) 


1 (canary) 


students 


100.0 


94.1 • 


loo.o 


75.0 


Part-time faculty 


76.7 


89.8 


62.2 


87.1 


Full-rtime. faculty 


64.3 


77.6 


62.4 


78.2 


Division chairmen 


60.9 


68.7 


44.1 


90.0 


Administrators 


32.4 


62.3 


■ 30.0 


76.9 


Trustees 


. 53.0 


57.1 ^ 


36.8 


46.7 


Presidents 


< 25j^ 


50.0 


28.6 


33.3 




- 62.9 


78.3 


' 57.7' 


78,.2 



57.7 percent of the responses from Eastern Washington favored 
inclusion with only 62 percent of the part-time faculty, 44.1 
percent of the department/division chairmen, and 30 percent of the 
administrators in favor of inclusion of part-time faculty in the 
bargaining unit. 

In, Southwest Washington, only 32.4 ^percent of the administrators 
were in favor of part-time faculty inclusion, whereas 60.9 percent 
of the department/division chairmen were. 
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V 3,. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE 

BARGAINING UNIT? 



Percentage of . 
"yes" responses 



DiYislon 
Clfalrmen 

Full-time 
faculty 

'Students 

Part-time 
faculty 

Adminis- 
trators 

Trustees 

Presidents 



-.84.3 

74.1 
70*0 

70.5 



84.3 percent of the department or division 
chairmen responding were in favor of their « 
inclusion in the bargaining unit. 70.2 
percent of all responses were in favor of 
their Inclusion with 74.1 percent of the 
full-time, faculty, 70.5 percent of the 
part-time faculty, 70.0 percent of the 
students, and 59.6 percent of trie adminis- - 
trators al^p'fayoring their Inclusion. 
69.2 percent of the presidents and 64.6 
percent of tTft trustees responded that they 
not be in the bargaining unit^ 



should 



Total 



70.2 



PERCENTAGE J^ESPONDING THAT DEPARTHERT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD 
BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT 





Southwest 


Puget Sound 


Eastern Wn. 


Northwest 




(green tint) 


(buff) 


(green) 


(canary) 


Division chairmen . 


100.0 


80.6 


76.5 - 


100.0 


Fun-time faculty 


84.1 


72.9 


71.3 


81.8 


Students ' 
Part-time faculty- 


80.0 


58.8 


100.0 


75.0 


67.1 


74.8 


59.1 


75.8 


Administrators ■ 


70.6 


54.9 


61.7 . 


61.5 


Trustees 


41.2 


l T. 3 > 


42.1 




/Presidents 


25.0 


25.0 


42.9 






76.7 


'A 

• 70.1 


67.5 


70.7 
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4, 00 YOU BELIEVE THArADHINISTRATORS^-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT- 
SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO* BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY? 



Percentage of 



"yes" 


responses 


' Admlnis- 




tpators , 


74.9 


. Presidents 


65.4 


* Trustees 


48.1 


Division 




Chalrtneri • 


50.7 


Jull-time 




faculty 


37.8 


Part-time 




faculty 


36.3 


Students 


26JL 


Total 


42.5 



Overall, 52.2 percent of the responses 
were against the idea that administrators. , 
should .be ernpoWered to bargain independently. 
Howeverr 74.^ percent of the admini^rators 
and 65.4 pej^ent of the prjesidents believed 
they should be. The trustees and division 
chairm^fn were split, both nearly 50 percent 
for -and 50 percent against. Full-time 
(56.5 percent) and part-time (56.9 percent) 
faculty and students (70;0 pertent) did 
not thinTc administrators should be- empowered 
to bargain Independently. / » 



PERCENr^OF RESPONSES FAVORING TH^ IDEA THAT ADMINISTRATORS 
■ 3H0ULD.be IN JH^ BARGAINING UNIT 





Southwest 


Puget Sound 


Eastern Wn. 


■ J^orthwest 




(green tint) 


. (buff) 


(green) 


(canary) 


Administrators ' 


7e.5 


• 68.9 


78.3 


^ , 87.2 


Presidents 


50.0 


'66*7 


71.4 


66.7 


Trustees 


35.3 


35.7 . 


57.^ 


73.3 


Division chairmen 


39.1 


55.2 


47.1 


60.0. 


Full-time faculty 


36.3 


37.9 


36.0 


• 54.5- 


Part-time faculty 


35.6 


37.2 


32.3 


40.3 


Students 


20.0 


35;3 


0 


25.0 




40.6 


41.9 > 


40.4 


- . 58.0 



58* percent of the responses from Northwest Washington were in favor 
of administrators bargaining independently.* Every position responded 
more favorably than the overall percentages of "yes responsesL'. 
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Percentage of 
"yes" "responses 



Stu^s 

Presidents 

Adminis- 
trators 

Part-time 
faculty. 

Full-time 
faculty 

Division 
'Chalrniien 

Trustees 

Total " 



DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING 
PROCESS? ^ ' . ^ < ^ • 

77 percent of all responses were against 
the Inclusion of students In* the«barga1n1ng 
process. 86.7 percent of all students 
were In favor of their Inclusion. 



86.7 
26.9 

23.1 

22; 8 

J19.1 

15°7 
10.1 

20.9 



PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FAVORING THE "INCLUSION OF STUDENTS IN' 
THE BARGAINING-PROCESS 



Students 
Presidents 
Administrator's 
Part-tltite faculty 
FuH-ttme faculty. 
Olvlslion chalnnen 
Trustees 



Southwest Puget Sound Eastern Wn. 
(green tint) (buff) (green) 



80.0 
25.0 
20.6 
15.1 
21.0 
30.4 
0 



82.4 
41.7 
18.9 
26.8 
21.1 
11.9 
17.9 



100.0 
14.3 
25.0 
17.3 
15.0 
17.6 
5.3 



Northwest 
(canary) 



100.0 
0 

35.9 
22.6 
21.8 
0 

13.3 



20.1 



22.8 



16.6 



24.5 



\ 
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6, DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATC LEVEL? 



Percentage of ' 
"l ocal" responses 



Students 
Trustees 
Full-time 

faculty 
Division 

Chairmen 
Aiiminis- 

trators 
Presidents 
Part-time 

faculty ' 

Total 



86.7 
77.2 

.68.4 

52.3 

63.9 
53,8 

■ 52.3 

64.3 



64.3 percent of all responses were in. * 
favor of negotiations at the local leveK 
The students (86.7 percent) and the trustees 
(77.2 percent) were strbngly in favor but 
faculty, especially paft-time faculty 
(52.3 percent), presi<(ents (53.8 percent), ^ 
administrators (63.9 ^erceftt), and division 
chairmen (52.3 percer\t) were not so 
definite in their response. 



PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FAVORJNG NEGOTIATIONS AT LOCAL LEVEL 





Southwest 


Puget Sound 


Eastern Wn. 


Northwest 




(green tint) 


(buff) 


(green) 


(canary) 


Students 


100.0 


94.1 


75.0 


, 75.o' 


Trustees * 


76'.'S 


82.1 


57.9 


93.3 


Fun -tline faculty 


63.1 


83.0 


50.2 


43.6 


Division chairmen 


65.2 


'77.6 


55.9 


50.0 


Administrators 


67.6 


^9.7 


53.3 


59.0 


Presidents 


50.0 ' » 


'66.7 


28:6 


66.7 


Part-time faculty 


60.3 


56.0 


36.2 


56.5 




64.2 


74.4 


48.-3 


■56.4 



The Puget Sound a>ea w^s 74.4 percent in favor of local negotiations, 
Northwest Washington was 56.4 percent in favor of local negotiations 
i)Ut with almost ^55 percent of the full-time faculty favoring state 
negotiations. Eastern Washington 'responses were 48,3 percent for 
local negotiations and 47.0 percent for state negotiations. 56.7 
percent of the part-time fefculty favored state negotiations as well 
as 71 .4 .percent of the presidents. 
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7. DO YOU BELIEVe THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY? 



Percentage of 
"yes" responses 



Presidents 

Part-time 
faculty 

Adminis- 
trators 

Trustees 

Full-time 
faculty 

Division 
Chairmen 

Students 

Total . 



65.4^ 

65.1 

44i3 
. 41.8. 

. 41. if 

34.3 
30.0 

47.1 



47.] percent of the respohses were for such 
a schedule. 50.2 percent were against. 
The trustees (58.2 percent), full-time 
faculty (56 percent)., students (66 J' 
percent), administrators (54.1 percent), 
and division cha1rmenl(60.4 percent) 
believe that there should not be a statewide 
salary schedule. 65 percenTbf the part- 
time faculty and 65.4 percent of the 
presidents responded In favor of such a 
schedule* 



PERCENTAGE -OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF STATEWIDE SALARY-^^CHEDULE 



Presidents . 
Part-time faculty 
Administrators 
Tbstees 

Ful'Ktline faculty 
Division chairmen 
Students 



Southwest 
(green tint) 

50.0 
68.5 
35.3 
35.3 
53.5 
39.1 
40.0 • 



52.7 



Puget Sound 


Eastern Wn. 


Northwest 


(buff) 


'(green) 


(canary) 


50.0 


100.0 


66.7 


58.5 


77.2 


71.0 


34.4 


63.3 


53.8 


32.1 


63.2 


40.0 


23.2 


61 -.4 


74.5 


22.4 


47.1 


60.0 


17.6 . 


75.0 


25.0 


33.8 


64.4 


64.4 



In Southwest Washington the full-time faculty (53.5 percent), as 
well a^^ the part-time faculty and presidents, were.al^o In favor 6f 
a schedule. 52.7 peVcent of all their responses were In favor of a 
schedule. 
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In the Puget Sound area, 63.9 percent of the responses did not 
believe there should be a schedule* The part-time faculty (58.5 
percent) were the only group responding positively. 50 perce^nt of 
the presidents responded yes and 50 percent no. 

64.4 percent of the responses from Northwest Washington were in 
favor of a schedule, Tlie tru steles apd students were the only two 
groups which did not respond more than 50 percent of the time in 
favor of a schedule. ^ 

64.4 percent of the Eastern Washington responses also were in favor 
of a statewide salary schedule. 77.2 percent of the part-time 
faculty were in favor. 



DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH 
AS WAGES AND HOURS? 



Percentage of 



"yes" responses 



Presidents 
Trustees 
Adminis- 
trators 
Part-tiine 
f acul ty 
Division 
Chalnnen 
Students 
Full-time 
f acul ty 



92.3 
6BA 

56.5 

25.7 



22, 
16. 



11.2 



75.3 percent of all responses were against 
the idea of limiting collective bargaining 
to the traditional economic issues. 
87.3 percent of the full- time faculty, 
71.7 percent of the part-time. faculty, 
80.0 percent of the students and 75.4 . 
percent of the division chairmen did not 
believe that collective bargaining should 
be .limited. However; 68.4 percent of the 
trustees, 92.3 percent of the presidents, 
and 56.5 -percent of* the administrators d1,d 
believe that collective bargaining should 
be limited. 



Total 



22.8 



r 



PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF LIMITING COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES 







Soujthwest . 


• Puget Sound 


Eastern Wn. 


Northwest 




* 


(green tint) 


(buff) 


(green) 


(canary) 




Presidents 


75.0 


91.7 


100.0 


100.0 




Trustees 


70.6 


- , 64.3 


68.4 • 


73.3 


M 


Administrators 


50.0 


62.3 


50.0 


53.8 




Part-time faculty 


32.9 , * 


- -22.5 


35.4 


14.5 




Division chairmen 


V7.4 ' 


20.9 


32.3 


J 0.0 




Students 


.0 . ; 


' 17.6 


0 


'50.0 




Full-time faculty 


8.9. 


.8.8 


15.4 


12.7 


t 




23.6 


20.4 


25.3 


•28;.7 















VEHICLE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ' 



For each position, the category receiving the largest percTentage of 
responses was "support a conwunlty college collective bargaining 
bill." The trustees (25.3 percent) were in oppbsition to collective 
bargaining in the cownunity colleges as a second choice. Full-time 
faculty,. students, presidents, and administrators were in support 
,of a higher education bill which would include cpmnunity college : 
'^nd four^ycar institutions as their second choice. ^ Part-time 
faculty were 18.7 percent in favpr of a bill including both com- 
munity college and four-year Institutions. However, 23.2 perc'ent 
of their responses were in support of a conmunity college bill for 
education, K through 12, community college, and four-year institu- 
tions. 
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10^>00 YOU BELIEVE THAT mOK DECISION MAKING ON* YOUR CAMPU5 SHOULD BE 
■ MADE. BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING, INTERNAL GOVERNANCE, OR BOTH? - 

54.3»percent of the responses were In favor of both collective 
bargaining and InternaT^governance, 67.1 percent of the trustees 
favored Internal goverrietncee and 19 percent of the trustees favored 
( both. 57.4 percent of the full-time faculty favored both, and 24.1 
^percent favored collective bargalnliig* Also of the part-time 
faculty, 53.8 percent favored both and, secondly, 21.8 percent 
favored' collective bargaining. None of the presidents favored 
collective bargaining* 57*7 percent responded In favor of Internal 
, governance with 34,6 percent responding for both: Acfeninistrators 
responded with 43.5 percent for internal 'governance and 43.5 percent 
for both. Department or division chairmen responded with 68.7 
percent for both internal governance and collective bargaining, 
13.4 percent for Internal governance and 11.9 percent for col- \ 
leclive bargaining* ' ... 
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"TOTAL" RESPQNSES ^ ^ - 

2. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? 

TOTAL " • ^ * ' , . 

RESPONSES XYES JSNO . % NO RESPONSES 

' 79 ; Trustee 49.4 (39) 48.1 (33) 2.5 (2) . 

.1318 I Fun -time faculty 71.1 (937) 26.8 (353) 2.1 (28) 

?87 Part-time faculty SI. 9 (481) ,17.0(100) " ^i^-{%t 

■ 30 'student 93.3 (28) 6.7 (2) ' - — -^-^ 

"26 President 38.S (10) 61'.5 (16) \ 

255 Administrator 52.9 (135) 45.9 (117) \ A.i (3-) 

134 Dept. or Div. Chairman 62.7 (84) 34.3' (46) ^ 3.0 (4) 

2429 TOm 70.6 (1714) Zl J W2) ' 1.8''(43) 

\. DO YOU BELU/ETHAT DEPARTHENT/DI VISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN^THB BARGAINING UNIT? 

TOTAL ' ' ' ' 

RESPONSES YES • NO > NO RESPONSES 

79 • Trustee' - 29.1 (23) 64.6 (51) 6.3 (5) 

1318 Full-time faculty 74.1 (976) 22.7 (299) 3.3 (43) 

587 -Part-time faculty 70.5 (414) 25.7 (151) 3.7 (22) 

»-■ 

30 .Student 70.0 (21) -23.3 (7) " 6.6 (2) 

• 26 • President 26.9 (7) 69.2 (18) .3.8 (1) 

255 . Administrator 59.6 (152) 38.0 (97) • 2.4 (6) 

134 Dept. or Div. Chairman 84.3 (113) 13.4 (18) 2.2 (3) 

2429 TOTAL' 70.2 (1706) 26.4 (641) 3.4 (82) 

. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT-SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO 
BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY? #\ " ' 

TOTAC • V . 

RESPONSES • YES M ■ NO RESPONSES 

^' 79 Tr^ustee 48.1 (38) 49.4 (39) 2.5 (2) 

1318 Full-time faculty 37.8 (498) 56.5 (745) 5.7 (75) ^ 

587 Part-tlme'^faculty 36.3 (213). 56.9 (334) 6.8 (40) 

30 Student " ' 26.7 (8) 70.0 (21) Z.Z^ (1) 

26 . President 65.4 (17) 34.6 (9) 

255 Administrator 74.9 (191 ) 23.5 (60) 1.6 (4) 

134 Dept. or Div. Chairman 50.7 (68) 44.8 (50) 4.5 (6) 

2429 TOTAL 42.5 (1033) 52.2 (1268) 5-3 (128) ^ 
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/' ' "TbTAl RESPONSES" 

5. OP ydU BELIEVE THAT StUDENtS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?' 
TOTAL 







% YES 


XNO 


3! NO RESPONSES - 


70 


Trustee 


10.1 ^ (8) 


88.J5, (70) 


1.3 (1) 


lolo 


. *rull-time faculty 


19.1 (252) 


78.5 (1035) 


2.4 (310 




PartrtW faculty 


22.8 (1.34) 


/a. 3 IHftJ/ — 


1.7 (10) 




Student f 


86.7 (26) 


1'3.3 (4) 




26 ■ 


President 

J ■> . . ■ ■ - 


26.9 (7) 


73.1 (19). 




255 


Administrator 


23.1 (59) 


' 75.3 (192) 


1.6^ (4) 


■ 134 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 1&.7 (21) 


80.6 (108) 


3.7 (5) 


-«2.429 


TOTAL 


20.9 (507) 


77.0. (1871) 


2.1 (51) 


do YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THe\oCAL LEVEL OR^THE STATE LEVEL? 




TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




« LOCAL 


X STATE 


% NO RESPONSES 


' 79 


Trustee 


.77.2 (61) 


21.5 (17) 


1.3 (1) 


1318 


Full-time faculty 


68.4 (901) 


28.0 (369) 


3.6 (48) 


587 


Part-time faculty 


52.3 (307)' 


41.7 (245) 


6.0 (35) 


30 


Student 


86.7 (26) 


13.3 (4)- 




26 


President 


53.8 (14) 


38.5 (10) 


' 7.7 (2i) ^ 


255 


Administrator 


63.9 (163) 


33.7 (86) 


2.4 (6) 


134 


^*^pt. or Div. Chairman 


-67.9 (91) • 


27.6* (37) - 


4.5 (6) 


2429 


. TOTAL 


64.3 (1563) 


31.6 (768) 


• 4.0 (98) 


OO^YOU^BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 


V 


% YES 


X NO 


» 

%m RESPONSES 


V 79 


Trustee 


41.8 (33) 


58,2 f46) 




1318 


Full-time faculty 


41.4 (545) 


56.0 (738) 


2.7 (35) 


587 


Part-time faculty 


65.1 (382) 


31.8 (187) 


3.1 (18) 


30 


Student 


30.0 (9) 


66.7 (20) 


"3.3" (1) 


26 , 


President 


65.4 (17) 


"34. S f9) 




255 . 


Administrator^ 


44.3 au) 


. 54.1 (138) 


1.6 f4) 


1J4 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 34.4 (46) 


60.4 (81 ) ' 


5.2 (7) 


2429 


TOTAL 


47.1 (1145) 


50.2 (1219) 


2.7 (65) 



40 

« 



t 



•'TOTAL' 



RONSES 



8. 00 YCU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMljTED 
TO THt TRAO'ITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND HOURS? 



TOTAL 
RESPONSES 

79 



Trustee 



X YES 



68, 



4 (54) 24./ {19>> 



} 

. I 

% NO RESPONSES 
7.6 (&) 





Full-time facllty 


11.2 (147) 


8-/3 (1151) 


1.5 (20) 


587 


Part-time faculty 


25.7 (151 


/ 71.7 (421) 


2.6 (lis)- 


30 


Student / 


16.7 (5) / 


* 80.0 (24) 


f 

3.3 1(1) 


26 


• President / 


92.3 (z/) 


, 7.7 (2) - 




255 


Admlntstrator 


56.5 ^144) 


43.1 (no) 


0.4 1 (1) 


134 


Dept./or Div. Chairman 22^ (30) 


75.4 (101) 


f 

2.2' (3) 


2429 


TOTAL 


-^2.8 (555) 


75.3 (1828) 


1.9! (45) 
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"GREEN TINT" RESPONSES 



00 VOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUOE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?, 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




Hi 


NO 


NO RESPONSES 


17 


Trustee • 


53,0 


41.2 (7) 


5.9fn 


157' 


Fun-tinie faculty 


64.3 (101) 






73 


Part-time faculty 


76.7 (56) 


21.9 n6> 


VU m 


5 


Student . . 


100*0 (5) 








President * 


25.0 (O 


75.0 (3) 




34 


* 

' Administrator 


32.4 ni) ^ 


67.6 (23) 




23 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


60.9 (M) 


30.4 (7) 


8.7 (2) 


313 


TOTAL 


62.9 (^97) 


34.6. (109) 


. 2.2 (7) 


DO Y^tTeELI^VE THAT DEPARTHENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? 


TOTAL ' ' 
RESPONSES 




YES 




NO RESPOf/SES 




Trustee 


41.2 (7) 


55-5 no) 




2^ 


Full-time faculty 


"84.1 a32 ) 


i?.4 (21) 


02,5 ft) 


73., 


Part-time faculty 


67.1 (49). 


28.8 (21) 


04.1 (3) 


5 


Student- t 


80.0 (4) 


20.0 (1)' 




'4 


President 


25.0 (1) 


50.0 (2) 


25.0 m 


34 


Administrator ' 


70.6 (24) - 


26.5 (9) 


?-9 (]) 


23 


Dept. or Div. Chafirman 


100.0 (23) 






313 


TOtAL 


76.7 (240) 


20.4 (64) 


' 2.9 (9) • 


DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENTS- 
BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY? 


SHOULO BE EMPOWEREO TO 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




YES 


NO 


NO RESPONSES 


17 


Trustee 


35.3 (6) 


64.7 (11) 




157 


Full-time faculty ^ 


36.3(57) 


57.3 (90) 


6.4 no) 


73 


Part-time faculty 


35.6 (26) 


57.5 (42) 


6,8 (5) 


5 


Student 


20.0 (I) 


80.0 (4) 




4 


President 


50.0 (2) 


50.0 (2) 




34 


Administrator 


76.5 (26) 


23.5 (8) 




23 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


39.1 (9) 


52.2 (12) . 


8.7 (2) 


313 


TOTAL 


40.6 (127) 


54.0 (J69) 


5.4 (17) 


/ 


' . - 28 ~ 




• 





4G 



"GREEN T!Nt" RESPONSES 



S. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE IflCLUOED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS? 



TOTAL . 

KtorUtloco 




" YK 


NO 


NO RESPONSES 


17 


Trustee 




100.0 47^ 




/157 ^ 


\ 

Full-time faculty 


21.0 (33) 


77.7 422.) 


13 (2) 


73 


Part-time faculty 


15.1 (11) 


83.6 (61) 


1.4 (1) . 


5 


Student 


oU»o {*♦; 


20.0 (1} 




A 


r i CO 1 vicii I* f • 


25,0 (1) 


75.0 (3) 




34 


Administrator '"^ - 


20.6 (7) 


79.4 (27) 




23 


. Dept. or Div. Chairman 


30.4 (7) 


-65.2X15) 


4.3 (1) ■ 


313 


TOTAL 


20.1 (63) 


78.6 (246) 


1.3 (4) 



DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL? 

I 

* f 

LOCAL STATE 



TOTAL 
RESPONSES 



Trustee 



76>5 (13) 



17.6 (3) 



-NO RESPONSES 

5.9 m 



157 



Full-time faculty 



63.1 (99) 



33.8 (53) 



3.2 (5) 



73 



Part-time faculty 



6o:3 (44) 



37.0 (27) 



2.7 (2i 



Student 



100.0 (5) 



President 



50.0 (2) 



25.0 (1) 



25.0 (1) 



34 



Administrator 



67.6 (23) 



29.4 (10) 



2>9 (1) 



23 



Dept. or Div. Chairman 



65.2 (15) 



21.7 (5) 



13.0 (3) 



288 



TOTAL 



64.2 (201) , 31.6 (99) 



4.2 (13) 



7. 00 YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
FACULTY? 



TOTAL 



RESPONSES 



RESPONSES TALLIED 




YES 


NO 


NO RESPONSES 


17 


Trustee 


35.3 (6). 


64.7 (11) 




157 


Full-time faculty * 


53.5 (84) 


43.9 (69) 


2.5 (4) 


73 


Part-time fiicultv 


68.5 (50) 


30.1 (22) 


1.4 (1) 


5 


Student 


40.0 (2) 


60.0 (3) 




4 


President 


50.0 (2) 


50.0 (2) 




34 


Administrator 


35*3 (12) 


/55.9 (19) 


8.8 (3) 


23 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


39.1 (9) 


47.8 (11) 


13.0 (3) 


313 


TOTAL 


52.7 (165) 


43.8 (137) 


3.5' (llj 



29 



47 



"GREEN, TINT" RESPONSES 



00 YOU BELIEVE THAI COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED 
TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH A3 WAGES AND HOURS? 



TOTAL 
RESPONSES 



YES 



NO 



RESPONSES 



157 


Trustee 

Full-time faculty' 


70.6 (IZ) 
8.9 (14) 


„ , ??,4 l&J . 
87.9 (138) 


3.2 (5) 


73 


* * 
Part-time faculty 


32.9 (24) 


64.4 (47) 


2.7 (2) 


5' 


Student 




100.0 (5), 




4 


President 


75.0 (3) 


25.0 (1) 




34 


Administrator 


SO.O (17) 


47.1 (16) 


2.9 (1) 


23 ' 


- ■ ■ r . 

Oept, or Div. Chairman 


17.4 (4) 


' 78.3 (18) 


4.3 (1) 


313 


TOTAL 


23.6 (74) 


73.5 (230) 


2.9- (9) , 
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2.. DO YOU JELIEVE tWT A iMRSAINING BILL $HpULO;IN€LUD£ PARMIHE FACULTY IH THE.BARGAINING UNIT? 

■• '*jTAt.''V...'' •- ■ V- ■ "-" -■■ ' \ V*. ■ ■ ^ . ■ ■ • ^ 

responses: • \iYES % N0= I NQ. RESPONSES 



- 28. ■ Ti^stet - J S7.V (is) ' 42:9 tt2'} 



, 678.. . , ,. 


Full-time ficultVi 


77.6 (S26) , 


. 2Q;4 (138): ,. 


. .. 2-.1 (14) 


325} 


'Pirt-tfme ftciilty . 


' " \- 
89,8; (29^)1 


8.9 (29) 


* 1.2 (4) • 


yi\ '. . ' 


Student 


94^1 06)^ \ 






12 " r" 


^ President 


50; 0 (6) 


\ sWo (6); . 




122 : , ' 


Aintnfstritor 


62.3 (76) 


■\' ■ ' ■ " 

^6i9, (45) , 


0.8- (1) 


'■.67'' . ' ^ ,' 


Oept; or Div; . Chaiman 


68.7 (46j 


3lV {21)' -■ ' 






\ TOTAL " * * 


v^8."3 :(978) 


20.;2\;252) 


l.S;(19) 


' pO YQO BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE WrtOAINING UNIT? 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 


* 


YES 




-NO RESPONSES; 


28 


Trustee . 


14.3 .(4) 


78V6 (2^) 


7.1 (2) , 


. 678 


Full-time faculty 


72.9 (494) 


23 i7 (161) ". 


3.4(23). 


325 


Part-time faculty . 


74.8 (243) 


21 .8 (71) , 


3.4 (Ti) 


17 


Student - 


:58;8 (TO)' 


: Zik (6) 


5.9 (i) 


0, 

M2 ■ 


. President 


25.0 - ,(3) 


75.0 (9) 




122 .. 


Mmihistritbr 


54.9: (67) 


41.8,(51) 


"3.3 (4) • , 


67 


DeptV. br OiVv Chairman 


80.6 (54). 


14:9 (10) 


4.5 (3) 


1248 


• TOTAL . - 


70.1 (875) 


26.4 (330) • 


3.5 (44) 


do, YOU BELIEVE THAT AOMINISTRATORS-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENTS-SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO " ^ ' 
aWl^IN INDEPENDENTLY? 


TOTAL . 
RESPONSES 


♦ 


YES • 


NO * * 


NO RESPONSES 


28, 


* ' . trustee 


35.7 (10) ■ 


.64.3 08) 




678 


Full-time faculty 


37.9 (257) 


-55.8 (378) 


• 6.3 (43) 


325 


Part-time faculty 


37.2 (121) 


54.8 (178) 


8.0 (26) 


17 


Student 


35.3 (6) 


64.7 (11) 




12 


* ' President 


66i7 fS) ■ 


33.3 (4) 






Administrator 


68.9 (84) 


28.7 (35) 


2.5 (3) 


67 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


55.2 (37) 


, 40.3 (27) 


4.5 (3) 


1249 


TOTAL ' ^ 


41.9 (523) 


• 52.1 (651) 


6.0 (75) 


^ i 


* « 

* 


"*P 

32 - 







50 



"BUEF" RESPONSES 



00 YOU SaiEVB THAT STUDENTS SHOULD *BE INCLUDED IN THE JARGAININU PROCESS? 



TOTAL . 
RESPONSES 



35 YES 



J! NO. 



. % NO RESPONSES 



28 


Tirustee , 


17.9. (5) 


82,1 (23) ; 




678 


Full-time faculty * 


21.1,(143)' 


77:0 (522) 


, T:9 (13) . 


<* 

325 


Part-time faculty 


26.8 (87) 


70.8 (230) 


2.5 (8) . 


.17 


Student 


82.4 (14) 


1:^.6 (3) 




12 


President 


41.7 (5) 


58.3 (7^) 




■ • 122 


Administrator 


18;9 (23) 


77.9 (95) 


3.3 (4«) 


67 


Dept* or Div. Chairman 


11.9 (8) 


82.H(55) 


6.0 . (4) 


1249 


TOTAL 


, 22.8 (285) 


74.9 (935) 




DO yqu FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL? 




TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




' X LOCAL 


X STATE 


% Nd RESPONSES 


28 


Trustee 


82.1 (23) • 


17.9 (5) 


i . 


* 

678. . 


Full-time faculty 


83.0 (563) 


_ 13.7 (93) 


3.2 (2^) 


• 325. 


Part-time faculty 


56.0 (182) 


37.2 (121) 


6.8 (22) 


17 


Student 


94.1 (16) . 


5.9 (1) 




\ 12 


President 


66.7 (8) 


25.0 (3) 


8.3 (1) 


" 122 


* Administrator 


69.7 (435) 


28.7 (35)^ 


' 1.6 (2) 


.s 
67 


Dept. or Chairman 


77.6 (52) 


19.'4 (13) 


3.0 (2) 


. 1249. ^ 


Total » 


74.4 (929) ' 


21.7 (271) 


3.9 (49 


DO YOU. BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COflHUNlTy COLLEGE 
FACULTY? J 


TOTAL 

RESPONSES • 




il^YES 


«N0 


.S.NO RESPONSES 


, .28 , 


Trustee --^ 


32.1 (9) 


67.9'{19) i 




1 

678 . 


Foil -time facuUy* 


23.2 (157) • 


74.5 (505) 


2.4 (16) 


325 


Part-time faculty * 


S^.S (190) 


38.2 (124) 


3.4 (11.) 


17 


Student W 


17.6 (3) 


76.5 (13) 


5.9 0) * 


12" 


President \ 


50*: 0 (6) • 


50;0 (6) 




122* 


Administrator 


34.4 (42) 


65.6 (80) 




67 


De'pt. or Div. ^halm'an 


22.4 (15) ' 


76.1 (51) 


1.5 (1) 


1249 


TOTAL , ' 


33.8 (422) 


63.9 (;;gi) 


2.3 (29) 



33 - 



51 



4 



DO VW SELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE B/WGAINING -FOR COMMUNITY COLLESE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED 
TO THE TRAOITIOHAL. ECO!«0HIC ISSUES SUCH- AS WAGES AND HOUgS? 



TOTAL ' 
RESPONSES 


1 


«YES. 


INO . 


% NO RESPONSES 


28 


trustee 


64.3 (18) 


■ 28i6 (8) 


■ , 7'}. (?) 


, 678 


Full-tlwe faculty 


8.8 (60) 


9Q.T (611) 


1.0 (7) 


325/ 


Part-tJiie faculty. 


.22.5 (73) 


7o<0 1247} 


1 C 'IKS 


1? 


^ Student V 


17.6 (3) 


76.5 (13): 


5,9 (1) 


12 ' . * 


President A 


91.7 (11) 


'8.3 (D* 




122 


Administrator / 


,62.3 (76) , 


37;7 (46) 




67 


' .... ^ J, - . 
Dept. ot Div. Ch«inMn 20.9 (14) 


76.1 (51) 


3.0 (2) 


1249 


. TOTAL 


^0.4 (255) 


78.2 (977) 


1.4 (17) . 
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' - "GREEN" .RESPONSES , 

00 YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIHE FACULTY I.N THE SARGAIHINS UNIT? 



TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




YES 




1% 


NO RESPONSES 


19 


. Trustee 


36.8 (7) 


57. 9 


(11) 


5.3 (1) 


428 


Full-time faculty 


62.4 (267) 


35.3 


(151) 


2.3 (10) 


127 


""^i^iP.irstJJart-tiine faculty 


•62.2 (79) • 


37.8 


(48) 




4 


' Student 


100.0 (4) 








' 7 


President 


28.6 (2) 


71.4 


(5) 




, 60 


- Administrator 


30.0 (18) 


66.7 


(■40). 


3".3 (2) 


34 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


44,1 (15) 


5O.0 


(17) 


5.9 (2) 


679 


TiJfAt 


57.7 (392) 


'40.1 


(272) 


2.2 (15) 


Off YOU BELIEVE ,THAT DEPARTKENT/DIVISIOK' CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




YES 


NO 




NO RESPONSES * 


19- 


Trustee 


42.1 (8) 


42,1 


18) 


'^.B (3) 


428 


Full-time faculty 


71.3 (305) 


25.7' 


(IIP). 


3.0 (13). 


127 


Part- time faculty 


59.1- (75) ' 


37.8 


(48) 


3.1 (4), 


4 


Student 


100.0(4) 








.■ 7 . 


«Pi^esideht 


42.9 (3) 


57.1 


(4) 




60 


A^inistrator 


61.7 (37) ^ 


36.7 


(22) 


1.7 (1) 


34 • . 


Dept. or Div. Chairmart 


76.5 (26) 


23.5 


(S) 




679 , 


TOTAL 


67.5 (458) 


29.5 


(200) 


3.1 (21) 


00 YOU 'BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT* 
•BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY? 


-SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO 


TOTAL . 
RESPONSES' 




' - YES ' 


E. 




NO RESPONSES 


19 


Trustee * 


57.9 (11) 


31.6" 


(6) 


10.5 (2) 


428 


Full-time faculty 


36.0 (154) 


59.1 


(253) 


4.9 (21) 


'l27 


4>art-time faculty 


32.3 (41) 


63.8 


(81) 


3.9 (5) 


4 


- Student " ' 




75.0 


(3) 


25.0 (1) 


7 


President 


*71.4 (5) 


• 28.6 


(2) 




60 


Administrator 


78.3 (4?) 


20.0 


(12) 


5.7 (1) ' ' 


^4 


Dept. or DiV. Chairman 


47.1 (16) 


50.0 


(17) 


2.9 (1) 


679 


TOTAL ' ^ * ^ " 


40.4 (274) 


55.1 . 


(374) 


•4.6 (31) 



> 

- 36 - 

* . 54 ■ » 



"GREEN" RESPONSES 



" S. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD DE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAININfr PROCESS? 
TOTAL 

RESPONSES' - 5! YES X HO X NO RESPONSES 



19 


Trustee 


5.3 (1) 


89.5 


(17) 


5.3 (1) 


428 


Full-time faculty 


15.0 (64) 


81.3 


(348) 


3.7 (16) 


127 


Part- time faculty 


17.3 (22) 


81.9 


004) 


■0.8 (1) 


4 


• Student . 

' * 1 


100.0 (4) 








7 . 


President ' 


14.3 (1) 


85.7 


(6) 




60' 


Administrator 


25.0 (15) 


75.0 


(45) 


( 


34 


Qept. or Div. Chairman 


17.6 (6) 


82.4. 


(28) 




• 679 


^ TOTAL . 


16.6 (113) 


80.7 


(548) 


Z.7 (18} 


00^ YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL? 






TOTAL . 
.RESPONSES 


%, 


« LOCAL 


Estate 


*N9 RESPONSES 


19 • 


Trustee 


57.9 (11) 


42.1 


(8) 




428 


Full-time faculty 


50.2 (215) 


45.1 


(-193) 


4.7 (20) 


127 


Partrtime faculty 


36.2 (45) 


56.7 


(72)" 


. 7.1 (9) 


4 


Student 


75.0 (3) ■ 


25.0 


(1) 




7 


President 


^ 28.6 (2) 


71.4 


(5) 




60 


Administrator 


53.3 (32) 


43.3 


(26) 


3.3 (2) 


34 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


55.9 (19) 


41,2 


(14) 


2.9 (1) 


679 


TOTAL 


48.3 (328) 


47.0 


(319) 


4.7 (32) 


JJrKSv,^'"^^''^ '^^^ ^"^'^^ STAJEWIOE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 


TOT^L 
RESPONSES 




XYES 


im 




RESPONSES 


19 


Trustee 


63.2 (12) 


36.8 


(7) 




428 


Full-time faculty 


61.4 (263) 


36.8 


(7) 


3.5 (15) 


127 *^ 


Part-time faculty 


77.2 (98) 


21.3 


(27) 


1.6 (2) , 


4 


Student 


75.0 (3) 


25.0 


(1) 




7 


President 


100.0 (7) • 








60 


Administrator 


63.3 (38) 


35.0 


(21) 


1.7 (1) 


34 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


47.1 (16) 


44.1 


(15) 


8.8 (3) 


679 


TOTAL 


64.4 (437) 


32. 5 


(221) 


3.1 (21) 
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j "GREEN" RESPONSES 

'8. 00 YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING. FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED 
*T0 THE TRADITIONAL ECOKOHIC ISSUES SUCH AS KAGES AND HOURS? » " - 

» 



TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




^YES 






* NO RESPONSES 


19 


Trustee 


68.4 (13) 


15.8 


(3) 


15.8 (3) 


428 


' Full-time faculty 


15.4 (66) 


82.7 . 


(354) 


"1.9 (8) . 


107 

iCt- 


rart^tiine Tacu 1 uy 




UJ« u 


vou; 




4 


Student 




100.0 


(4) 




7 


President 


100.0 (7) 








60 


Administrator 


' 50.0 (30) 


50.0 


(30) 






Dept. or Olv. Chairman 


32.3 (li) 


67.6 


(23) 




679 


.TOTAL 


25.3 (172) 
— — r— — — 


72.8 


(494) 


1.9 (13) 
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"cMim" responses', . 

2» 00 you BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? 

lOOL , . " ' . , > • ' . 

RbTpONSES * M ' NO NO RESPONSES 



- IS 


" Tnrsrtee * 


46.75: (7) 


53.SiS (8) 




■ S5 


Fun-time faculty 


78,2 (43) 


20.0 (11) 


1.8* CD - "-^ 


62 


^ rPart-time faculty 


87.1- (54) 


11.3 (7.) 


1.6 (11) . 


4 


Student J' 


75.0 (3) 


25.0 (1). 




3 


' . . President 


33.3" (1) 


'66.7 (2) 




39 


. Acfeiinistrator 


76.9 {30j 


23.1 (9) 




■ 10 » 


Dept. or Div. /Chairman 


9d.o (9) 


lOiO (1) 




1«8 


TOTAL ' 


78.2 (147) 


20.7 {39} 


1-1 (2) 


DO YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTHEMt/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 


V 


YES 


NO 


NO RESPONSES ' 


15 


Trustee 


26.7!i; (4)- 


73.33; (11) 




55 


Full -time faculty 


81.8 (45) 


12.7 (7) 


5.5X (3) ' 


62 


. Part-time faculty 


75.8 (47) 


S'l (11) 


6.5 (4) 


4 


Student 


75.0 (3) 




25,0 (1)^ 


3 


President 


■^ - 


V 100.0 (3) 


.4 


3? 


Administrator 


61.5 (24) 


38.5 (15) 




Ao 

/_ ,■ , . - .„ 


Dept.; or Div. Chairman 


lOO.p (10) 






188 


TOTAL 


70.7 (133) * 


25.0 (47) 


.4.3 (8) 


DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ADMINISTRATORS-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT-SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO 
BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY? 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




YES 


NO 


' NO RESPONSES 


• 15 . ^ 


Trustee 


73.3S (11) 


'*26.7il! (4) 




55 


Full-time faculty 


■54.5 (30) 


43.6 (24) 


' 1:85! (1) 


62 


Part-time -faculty 


40.3 (25) 


53.2 (33) 


6.4 (4) 


• 4 ' 


.Student 


25.0 (1) 


75.0 (3) 






President^^ 


66.7 (2) . 


33.3 (1) 




39. 


Adninistrator 


87.2 '(34 


12.8 (5) 




10 


Dept. or DiV. Chairman 


60.0 (6) 


40.0 (4) 




188 


TOTAL 


58.0 (109) 


39.4 (74) 


2.7 (5) 
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'CANARY" 'R£Sll6|<SES' 



5. ^ Yffli BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE. BARGAINING PROCESS? ' ~ 
TOTAL . / 

fi^^^^Mi / - YES HO NO RESfONSES 



- IS. , 


Trustee 


iZ.Zt (2) 


e6.7X (13) . 




55 


• FulKtime faculty * 


^1.8; (12)* 


78.2 (43),- 


' . 


62 


1 Part-time faculty , 


22.6' (14) , 


>7.4 |48) 


• 


4 


» Student ^ 


100.0 (4) 






3 


President 




100.0 (3) 




'39 


* Admihiistrator 


35.9 (14). 


64.1 ;(25) 




10 


Dept. or. Oi v.. Chairman 




100.0 ' (10) 




188 


TOTAL 


24.5 (46)' 


75.5 (142) 




00 YOl) FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOfAL LEVEL OR.THE STATE LEVEL? 




TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




LOCAL . 


STATE 


NO RESPONSES* 


- 15 . 


^Trustee 


93. 3X (14) 


■6.7X (1) 




55 " 


FuM-tlme faculty 


43.6 (24) 


54.5 (30). 


1.8i (1) 


62 


||art-time faculty 


56.5 ■ (3'5) 


40.3 (25) 


^3'.2 (2) 


4 


Student 


75.0* (3)« 


■\ ' 

25.0 '(1) 


* 


•3 


President 


66.7 '(2) 


33.3 (1) 




39 


Administrator 


59.0 (23) 


38.5 (15) 


>**2.6 (1) 


10 


Dept. or Div. Chairman. 


50.0 (5) 


" 50.0 (5) 




188 


; , TOTAL 


56.4 (105) 


41.5 (78) 


2.1 (4) 


FAcSTyf''^^^^ ™^ ^ STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY* COLLEGE 


TOTAL 
RESPONSES 




YES 




NO-RESPONSES 


15 


Trustee ^ 


40.01(6) 


60. ox (9) 




55 


Full-time faculty 


74.5 (41) 


25.5 (14) 




62 


Part-time faculty 


71.0 (44) 


22.5 (14) 


6.5% (4) 


4 


Student 


'25.0 (1) 


75.0 (3) 




3 


President / 


66.7 (2) 


33.3 "(1) 




39 


Administrator. 


53.8 (21) 


46.2 (18) 




10 


Dept. or Div. Chairman 


60.0 (6) 


40.0 (4) 




188 


TOTAl 


64.4 (121) 


33.5 (63) 


2.1 (4) 
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"CANARY" RESPONSES 



"OO you BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE. BARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED 
TO THE THAOXTIONAL ECONOMIC- ISSUES SUCK AS lijAGES AND HOURS? 

RKPOKSES , . M • m . fiO RESPONSE S 



55 


«- irusiee 

Full-time faculty'. 


12.7 (7) 


87.3 (^8) 




62 


' fart-time faculty" 


14.5 (9) 


75.8 (47) " 


9.7 (6) ' 


4 


Student ' 


50.0 (2) 


•50.0 (2) 




3 


President 


100.0 (3) 






39 


Administrator ' 


53.8 • (21) 


42.6 (18) 




10 


♦ 

Dept. or >0iv. Chairman 


10.0 (1) 


90.0 (9) .* 


1 


188^ 


*- TOTAL 


' 28.7 (54) 


67.6' (127) 


3.7 '(7) . 
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Appendix f 



Title 2SB: Higher Educatfbn 



BB50.861> Faculty tenure Review coramUte 

gitioij Selection of teaching faculty represe^ 

tivej^stwknt representative. The review committc 
quircKby RC\y 28B.50.850 through 28B.50.869 shifll be 
compMcd of members of the administrativevSiafl/a stu- 
dent repKsentative, and the teaching faculty^ The rep- 
j^ntativb^ of the teaching faculty shall represent a 
* majority Sithe members on each review ^mmittee. 
The membcK representing the teaching faoiltjj on each 
review commrUee shall be selected by a raajority of the 
. icachmg facultVand faculty department Jfcads acting in 
a body. The stucient representative, wh6 shall be a full 
time student, shalkbe chosen by the s^dent association 
of the particular cdmmunjty college /n such manner as 
the members thcreorihall/determin/ll974 1st cx^. c 33 
J 2; 196? ex.s. c 283 Sy45. Formeriy RCW 28.85.869.] 

SermWllty 1969 tx2i\t ZSaf/Scc^nolc followinf RCW 

TMBJSOJ^S Uboratory pipflcti for the analyzing of 
sajpples, public agencies HtayNrontract with collete for* 
Local law, enforcement ytgencflK or such other public 
agencies that shall be m need oKsuch service may con- 
tract with any community collcgk for laboratory serv- 
tees for the analviing bf samjMes that chemists 
associated with sytin community colleges may be able 
to perform under/such terms and conditions as the in* 
dividual community college may deteit^ine. (1969 cx.s. 
c 7,61 5 35. FocAerly RCW 28.85.875.J 



Scvcmbllll/- 
2tB^Q20. 




1969 cxA c 26t: Sec note R^lowing RCW 



28B. 
provtsii 



Sererablllly 1969 txs. c 221 If any 

of this act, or its application to any pereon or 
stance is held invalid, the remainder of tHe act, 
or tKe application of the provision to other person* or 
mstanccs is not affected. (1969 cxs. c 223 § ZSB- 
.910. Prior: 1967 ex.s. c 8 § 72. Formerly RC\ 
.85.910.) 



Chapter 28B52 
NEGOTIATIONS BV ACADEMIC 

PERSONNEl. CbMMUNITY COLLEGE 

DISTRICTS 



Sections 
2tB.52.OIO 
2tB.52.02O 
2tB.52.03O 

2tB,5I035 

2tBil050 
2tB.5I06O 



2fB.52.070 
28B.520tO 

280.52 OW 
2tB.52,i00 

2tB.52.200 



Dtcia ration of purpose. 
Deflnilions. 

Negpltation by reprcKnUtives of employee or^ntzi- 

tton — tAulhomcd Subject matter. 

Negotiations reduced to written agreements 

Reilricfions 

AeaJemic employee may appear m own behalf. 

Ad isory com raUlee-~Cbmpen*ation— -Report 

Rccommendatjons. effect— Fact-find jng and media- 

lion activities 
Dit^nnunation prohibited. v 
Hoards to adopt rulci and regulation $-™Reque*t for 

depnrtmenl services, I ^ 

VtKit agrcementi 

State higher education admtnittrattve procedures aft not 

to aflcct 
Chapter** Kopc limited. 



, 28852,010 'Declaration of purpose. It is the purpose 
of this chapter to strengthen methods of administering 
employer-employee relations through the establishment 
of orderly methods of communication between aca- 
demic employees and the community college distncts 
by which they are employed. (1971 ex.s. c 196 § 1 J 

28B52.020 Definitions, As used in this chapter: 
"Employee orgariizalion" means any organization 
which includes as members the academic employees of 
a community college district and which has as one of its 
purposes the representation of the'employecs in their 
employment relations with the community college 
district. 

"Academic employee" means any teacher, counselor, 
V librarian, or department head, who is employed by any 
community college district, with the e;fceptioit of\thc 
chief administrative officer of, «nd any administrator in, 
each community college district. 

'•Administrator" mtans any person employed cither 
full or part time by thcxcommunity college district and 
who performs administrative functions as at least fiftjr 
percent or more of his assignments, and has responsi- 
bilities to hire, dismiss, or discipline other employees. 
Administrators shall not be members of the bargaining 
unit unless a majority of such administrators ana a ma- 
jority of the bargaining unit elect by secret ballot for 
such inclusion pursuant to rules and regulations as 
adopted in accordance with RCW 28B.52.080. [1973 Isl 
ex.s.c205 § I; 1971 ex.s. c 196 5 2.1 

ScrerOrfllty 1973 lit exj. c 205; "If any provision of ihU I9T3 

aroeadatpiy act. or its application to any person or circutnstance ts 
held invalid. :hc remainder of the act, or the application oTlhc provi- 
sion to other persons or circutnsUnces is not affeclcd.** (I Isl cjus. 
\ 205 i 7.1 This applies to RCW 218.52X00. 2IB32.030. 2tBJSimS, 
21032060. 2tB.5lO«} and 2tB.52JUX). 

• 28B.52.030 NeeotUtion by rcprcsentalives of cm- 

ployet organization Authorized — --Subject matter** 

Representatives of an employee organization, which or- 
ganization shall by secret ballot have won a majority jp 
an election to represent the academiceniployces within 
its comnjunity college district, shall have the right, after 
using established administrative channels, to meet, con- 
fer and negotiate v/ith the board of trustees of the com- 

^ munity college district or its delegated represcnlative{s) 
to communicate the considered professional judgment 
of the academic staff prior to the final adoption by Ihe 
board of proposed community college district policies 
relating to, but not limited to, curriculum, textbook se- 
lection, in-service training, student teaching programs, 
personnel, hiring and assignment practices, leaves of 
absence, salaries and salary schedules and noninstruc* 
tional duties. (1973 1st ex.s. c 205 § 2: 1971 cx.s. c 196 § 

Se»er»blIIty IW3 Ut e«. c 205: Sec note foUowing RCW 

28B<52.020, 

28B.52.035 Negotiations reduced to wittcn agrcc- 
nicDts Restrictions. At tlic conclusion of any negoti- 
ation processes as provided for in RCW 28B.52.030. 
any matter upon which the p.irtic<i havj reached agree- 
ment shall be reduced to writing and acted upn in a 
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regular or sp&al meeting of the boards of trustees, and 
becbme part the ofHcial proceedings of said board 
nieetlhg.*The fc«glh of terms within any such agreement 
Shall DC for not loore than three fiscal years. These 
agreements will not be binding upon future actions of 
the legislature. [1973! Ist cx.s. c 205 1 4.] 

ScTtraMUlr 1>73 1st «a c 2t5: Ste note following RCW 

2SB52.050 AoMlemlc cmptoyee nay^ appear in ows 
behalf. Nothing in Ihis chapter shall prohibit any aca-xi 
demic employee from appearing in his own behalf on 
matters relating to his employment relations with the' 
community college district, 11971 eX.s. c 196 1 4.] 

29B^2.060 Advisory <»nmi((ee CoMpcnsa- 

tioD — rReport-r — ^RecoftiroeikUtlow, effect ^Fact- 

ffjMfiaC and Medtatfam adlifillcs. In addition to the au* . 
ihority to convene an impasse committee, the director*. 
)iof the state system of community colleges is authorized 
to conduct fact'-finding and m«liation activities upgn 
the consent of both parties as a means of assisting in 
the settlement of unresolved matters considered under 
this chapter. 

In the event that anif matter being jointly^considered 
by the employee organization and the board" of trustees 
of the communit;/ college district is not settled by the 
means provided in this chapter, either party, twenty- 
four hours after serving written notice of its intended 
action to the other partVr may, with the concurrence of 
the director, request the assisUnce and advice of a 
committee appointed by the, director. This committee 
may make a written report with recommendations to 
both parties within twenty calendar days of receipt of 
' the request for assistance. Any recommendations of the 
committee shall be advisory only add liot binding upon 
the board of trustees or the employee organization. 

The state board for community college education is 
authorized to make rules governing the operations of 
impasse committees. (1973 1st ex^. c 205 § 3; 1971 ex.St 
c 196 § 5.] 

ScVenAIUty Vm itt exj. t 2t5: Sec note followint RCW 

2SB^2.02O. 

283^2.070 Discrlmleatfos prohibited. Boards of 
trustees of community college districts or any adminis* 
trative officer thereof shall not discriminate against aca* 
^1 demic employees or applicairtV for such positions 
because of their membership or nonmembership in em* 
ployee organizations or their exercise of other rights 
under this chapter. (1971 ex.s. c 196J 6.) * 

28B^2.080 Boards to adopt rules and regula- 
tions Request for department services* Boards of 

trustees of community college districts shall adopt rea- 
sonable rules and regulations for the administration of 
employer-employee relations under this- chapter. The 
boards may request the services of the department of 
labor and industries to assist in the conduction of certi* 
fication elections as provided for in RCW 28B.52.030. 
(1973 h5t ex.s. c 205 § 5; 1971 cx.s. c 196 § IX 



SerertMlfcy 1973 IK ex.*. e 205: See cote roliowinc RCW 

2IB.5IQ2a 



28B^2.090 Prior :^srccuieiits. Nothing in this^chap- 
ter^shall be construed to annul' or modify, or to pre- 
clude the renewal or continuation of, any lawful 
agreement heretofore entered into between any com- 
munity college district and any representative of its em- 
ployees. (1971 ex.s. c 196 I S.) 

2IB.52.100 ^SUte hfglKr education admiolstratlve 
procedures act.noC to affect Contracts or agreements, or 
any provision thereof entered into ^between boards of 
trustees and erhployees organizations pursuant to this 
chapter shall not be affected by or be subject to chapter 
28B.19 RCW. (1971 ex^. c 196 | 9.} 

2SB^2.200 Chapter*! scope limited.. Nothing in 
chapter 28B^2 RCW as now or hereaAer amended 
shall compel either party to agree to a proposal or to 
make a concession, nor shall any provision in chapter 
28B.52 RCW as now or hereafter amended be con- 
strued as limiting or. precluding the exercis* by each 
commurii^ college board of trustees of any powers or 
duties authorized or provided to it by law unless such 
exercise ii contrary to the terms and conditions of any 
'lawful negotiated agreement (1973 1st cx^, c 205 1 6.1' - 



SercrftMHy- 

2SBi2.02a 



-1979 £iC C3U. c 2f5; Sec note foltowii^ RCW 



Chapter 28B^ 
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>odt authori£cd-*-~-Piyaienl« 
lUiuty cptkse ctpiul imp 

ltd DepoiIuuH 

from bond ul»—^d 

liturc 

"Cominuo^ coUece f«cai*a«»"ji 

Litt of prpjWtt to be Aitided^f^PtAmufi{ fucds, lindu^ 




loeteci^i 
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tJOOSOO* 

Referral 

Poniv tenos» coo* 
AntidpaUoQ ImI 

Cofflisunity C0Q4 

tionfuodof ' 

Useoffusdifroffl. 
LepsUture may provide addii 
Boodf aalc|al mvetttneol fof' 

poratj^ mndi. 



manfier of sale and iiiu- 



.uthomed Cofl$eoij 

capi^d in^provcmctits bood redeap' 
" ited Tax receipts ifl 



1 means of revenue. 
I and municipal cor* 



2SB*56.01(K Purpose. The commun^ty^Gpllcges of the 
state 0/ W^hington have more than douo^d their en- 
rollment >^ncb 1966, including a thre^ hundn^ percent 
increas/^ inr^ occupational education. The ca^ml* fund 
resources of the state community college systemVe not 
adq^ifiiate to meet the facility needs of today's #uaents. 

' increments of community college facilities woKhe 
i(ee(ied to serve the stilt growing numbers of commutiri 

rntte2$B plOli 
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